Engaging the public in R&amp;I: why, when, &amp; how by Andersson, Edward et al.
  
 University of Groningen
Engaging the public in R&I: why, when, & how
Andersson, Edward; Mulder, Henk; Kuhn, Rainer; Damianova, Zoya; Bussu, Sonia
Published in:
Science, Society and Engagement
IMPORTANT NOTE: You are advised to consult the publisher's version (publisher's PDF) if you wish to cite from
it. Please check the document version below.
Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record
Publication date:
2015
Link to publication in University of Groningen/UMCG research database
Citation for published version (APA):
Andersson, E., Mulder, H., Kuhn, R., Damianova, Z., & Bussu, S. (2015). Engaging the public in R&I: why,
when, & how. In E. Andersson, S. Bussu, & H. Davis (Eds.), Science, Society and Engagement: An E-
Anthology (pp. 44-50). London: The Involve Foundation.
Copyright
Other than for strictly personal use, it is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the
author(s) and/or copyright holder(s), unless the work is under an open content license (like Creative Commons).
Take-down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.
Downloaded from the University of Groningen/UMCG research database (Pure): http://www.rug.nl/research/portal. For technical reasons the
number of authors shown on this cover page is limited to 10 maximum.
Download date: 12-11-2019
An e-anthology
Science, Society and Engagement
This project is co-funded by 
the European Union
Grant Agreement:   No. 612281
Activity acronym:   Engage2020
Activity full name:   Engaging Society in Horizon 2020
D2.2 E-anthology
Due date of deliverable:  June 2015
Actual submission date: October 2015
Start date of Activity:   1 September 2013 Duration: 2,25 years
Author(s):     The Engage2020 Consortium
Editors:      Edward Andersson, Sonia Bussu & 
     Houda Davis
Organisation name of 
lead beneficiary for 
this deliverable:    The Involve Foundation
Legal notice:
The information in this document is provided as is and no guarantee 
or warranty is given that the information is fit for any particular pur-
pose. The user thereof uses the information at its sole risk and liability. 
Neither the European Commission nor any person acting on behalf of
the Commission is responsible for the use that might be made of the 
following information.
© Engage2020-2015. 
Reproduction is authorised provided the source is acknowledged.
ISBN: 978-0-9552421-9-9
The Involve Foundation
33 Corsham Street, London, N1 6DR
4About this  
Anthology 
There are many ways to engage members of 
the public in research and innovation activities. 
Many policy makers, researchers or adminis-
trators are either carrying out public engage-
ment or considering engaging the public in 
their work around a scientific or technological 
issue. While engaging society in research and 
innovation can bring many benefits, it can also 
be a daunting prospect for those without pre-
vious experience. This anthology is designed to 
help those who are interested in engagement, 
but do not have much direct experience yet.
This Anthology eBook provides a short intro-
duction to engagement in research and in-
novation. It forms part of Engage2020, an EU 
funded research project which explores meth-
ods and policies across Europe and beyond. It 
includes:
• Practical examples on why, when and how 
to engage the public and societal stake-
holders in R&I policies and activities. 
• Brief descriptions of engagement tools. 
• Examples of good practice around differ-
ent Grand Challenges and policy and re-
search areas.
• Short articles from researchers, practition-
ers, academics and policy makers sharing 
their experience and expertise of public 
engagement.
How to use this  
Anthology
This publication is a digital ebook. As such it 
allows readers to access multimedia content 
(such as videos) as well as navigating freely 
across the document. You can of course read 
the ebook from cover to cover, but you can 
also navigate to the sections that are most rel-
evant to you. 
Where to go next will be highlighted at the end 
of each section.
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What is  
Engage 2020?
Engage2020 was a project funded (FP7) by the 
European Commission (DG Research and In-
novation) that explored how members of so-
ciety are involved today and, perhaps more 
importantly, how they could be involved in the 
future in science and science policy. The pro-
ject investigated how, where and why societal 
actors are engaged in the research process, 
from early policy development to the delivery 
of research activities, whether as consumers, 
employees, or lay persons. The core objective 
of Engage2020 was to increase the use of en-
gagement methods by mapping current prac-
tice and raise awareness about engagement 
opportunities among researchers, policy mak-
ers and other interested parties. 
The results of Engage 2020 help inform the 
engagement strategy of Horizon 2020, a pro-
gramme that will invest €80 billion into re-
search and innovation between 2014 and 2020. 
Engage2020 focused on genuine engagement 
forms, which go beyond traditional one-way 
communication of scientific findings. Public 
engagement in European research and inno-
vation activities is relatively high by interna-
tional standards, but it is unevenly distributed, 
both geographically and in terms of issues. 
Engage2020 has disseminated information on 
state-of-the-art participative processes, max-
imising learning from best practice, such as 
the foresight community and Science Shops. 
Responsible Research  
and Innovation
Europe’s ability to respond to societal 
challenges (PDF, 4 pages, 520 KB)
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
71.1 What is public  
engagement in research 
and innovation?  
Public engagement is about involving citizens in 
the decision-making process or in the research 
process itself. The public can be involved in Re-
search and Innovation (R&I) in a number of dif-
ferent ways and with different objectives:
• to elicit input in the form of opinions (e.g. 
public opinion surveys and focus groups)
• to elicit judgments and decisions that 
could inform policies (e.g. consensus con-
ferences and citizens’ juries). 
For a description of different methods click 
here to chapter 3 
The term “Public engagement” was taken up by 
the science communication and informal sci-
ence education community to mean primarily 
a series of activities focused on fostering inter-
action between scientists and publics (Rowe & 
Frewer, 2005). 
Public engagement is about bringing on board 
the widest possible diversity of actors.
It is different from ‘public understanding’ or 
‘communication’ or even “consultation” ap-
proaches.
Just who is this ‘public’ anyway?
The difference between  
communication, consultation and 
participation
1  What is public engagement?
 by Sonia Bussu, Lars Klüwer, Leonard Hennen, Rainer Kuhn, Grace Mbungu and Linda Nierling
81.2 Why is public  
engagagement important?
In the last decade participatory approaches 
have become particular important in the field 
of science and technology policy making. The 
practice of public engagement can promote 
more legitimate and sustainable decisions 
that better respond to citizens’ interests and 
societal needs rather than commercial imper-
atives - particularly around new technological 
and scientific developments that can have pro-
found ethical implications. 
There are in fact limitations in the knowledge 
of experts, who often disagree among them-
selves. But perhaps the most persuasive argu-
ment for public engagement is that value judg-
ments are made at all stages of decision-making 
and the risk management process. 
This reasons are reflected in a growing push 
towards ‘democratising expertise.” The public 
can offer different types of expertise, as they 
express their values, aspirations and repre-
sent broad societal interests. 
There are different reasons for public engage-
ment:
• Public engagement brings signifi-
cant benefits to research institu-
tions, policy makers and the public. 
Engaging the public in these process-
es promotes more legitimate, sustaina-
ble, responsive and relevant decisions. 
It also demonstrates accountability and 
transparency and increases public trust. 
Citizens’ expertise can improve the quali-
ty and legitimacy of decision making (link 
to EU expert group Taking Knowledge So-
ciety Serious report and MASIS 2012). On 
value-laden issues, public insights can be 
crucial to influence the development of sci-
ence and technology so that they respond 
to people’s needs rather than commercial 
imperatives. 
• Policy informed by public views is more 
likely to be trusted, accepted and per-
ceived as legitimate by the public, civil 
society groups, NGOs and the media. This 
might mean that a new technology is more 
effective and might also prevent backlash 
against certain innovations.
• Public engagement will help ensure R&I 
activities are relevant in a rapidly chang-
ing world. European research must focus 
on the Grand Challenges of our time, from 
global warming to tightening supplies of 
energy, water and food, to ageing societies 
and public health pandemics and security 
The European Union’s 7 Grand Challenges 
(Link to chapter 3) facing society today can 
only be tackled effectively if a wide range 
of societal actors are fully engaged in the 
process.
• Public engagement can play an important 
role in co-creating knowledge, particular-
ly with regard to Mode 2 knowledge. This 
understanding of knowledge, as trans-dis-
ciplinary and characterised by heterogene-
ity of skills, entails that it cannot be seen 
as separate from practice or context, but is 
acquired or gains meaning within a shared 
practice. PE allows for the integration of 
the knowledge, which different actors al-
ready have through a shared and intensive 
process where new knowledge and inno-
vations are co-created.
Why should you involve people in 
research?
Mode 1 and Mode 2 Knowledge
9• Funders and policy makers expect re-
searchers to do it. There is growing inter-
est at the European Union level to engage 
citizens in research and innovation activi-
ties. Much of the funding available for R&I 
through Horizon2020 requires an element 
of public engagement.  In addition there 
are legal requirements for participation, ei-
ther internationally (such as the Arhus Con-
vention) or nationally. 
• The public invests in research and ulti-
mately they must feel this investment is 
worthwhile if it is to be maintained sustain-
ably. As taxpayers the public have an inter-
est and a right to influence R&I policy.
1.3 Different ways of  
engaging the public
There exist a number of different participa-
tory methods to facilitate public engagement, 
along a spectrum of inclusiveness and intensi-
ty. Rowe and Frewer (2000) identify a number 
of success criteria for effective public partici-
pation.
They grouped them under two main types: 
acceptance criteria include features of a meth-
od that make it acceptable to the wider public;
process criteria refer to features of the pro-
cess that are likely to make it work in an effec-
tive manner.
Acceptance Criteria Process Criteria
Representativeness
One approach to achieving good representativeness 
is to select a random stratified sample of the affect-
ed population. Another might could involve ques-
tionnaires to determine the spread of attitudes with 
regard to a certain issue, and using that as a basis for 
selection of members. (Link to chapter 1.3.1)
Necessary resources
It is crucial that the sponsors of the process show 
commitment and provide the necessary resources 
(e.g. information; human, financial and time resourc-
es).
Independence
Management of the participation process should be 
unbiased. Independence might be obtained through 
the appointment of a steering committee that in-
corporates members from diverse bodies or neutral 
organizations.
Task definition
It is important to manage expectations and clarify 
from the start the scope of the participatory process.
Early involvement
Public participation should occur as soon as is rea-
sonably practical, particularly at the stage at the stage 
when value judgments become important. To have 
credibility the PE should be about underlying as-
sumptions and agenda setting and not narrow, pre-
defined problems. (Link to chapter 1.3.2)
Structured decision-making
Examining the reasons behind a decision and docu-
menting the process of reaching it and its outcome is 
likely to increase transparency and perceived credibil-
ity of the process, as well as it efficiency
Influence
The output of the procedure should have a genuine 
impact on policy. That’s why political buy-in is crucial.
Cost-effectiveness
The scale of the participatory method should be 
proportionate to the scope of the decision. A large 
citizens’ assembly might be inappropriate to a minor 
decision.
Transparency
The process should be transparent so that the pub-
lic can see what is going on and how decisions are 
made.
Link to effective participation table
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1.3.1  Selection Methods
There are different ways of selecting publics, 
depending on the purpose of the engagement 
initiative. They are necessarily mutually exclu-
sive and in some cases they can be combined. 
In each case there will be trade-offs and chal-
lenges to consider.
Random stratified sampling or 
mini-public
A lack of diversity is likely to com-
promise the representative nature 
of discussion and outcome of a 
participatory process.  Many pub-
lic engagement processes, most 
notably the Citizens’ Assembly (CA) 
and Citizen Jury models (see also 
Sciencewise public dialogues), at-
tempt to overcome this by using 
random selection stratified by var-
ious characteristics such as age, 
gender, ethnicity, and income. Se-
lecting people in this way is intend-
ed to ensure equal representation, 
in particular bringing in views that 
are not typically part of political or 
partisan bodies, thus more closely 
reflecting the perspectives of ordi-
nary citizens. 
Random selection can help legitimate public 
policy processes and can lead to significant 
policy developments. However, selecting par-
ticipants based on demographics can ensure 
inclusivity, but the more attributes to consider 
the more complex and expensive the selection 
process will be. 
Purposeful Sampling
Purposeful sampling, or active recruitment of 
specific stakeholders might increase the likeli-
hood of having very engaged members. How-
ever, stakeholders are likely to have strong 
pre-held positions leading to a hot high-stake 
deliberation which might be ill-suited for non- 
empowered assemblies with no final deci-
sion-making powers.
One method based on purposeful sample is 
the Citizen advisory groups, which can cre-
ate effective and on-going dialogue allowing 
issues and concerns to be explored in depth. 
Citizen advisory groups generally involve 10-30 
members of the public who sit as a committee 
to inform and advise decision making over an 
extended period of time. The people selected 
should be from the most affect-
ed groups, whose expertise and 
or personal experience of the 
issue at stake can help improve 
decision-making.
Open Assemblies
Open assemblies are open fo-
rums which provide people 
with an opportunity to highlight 
issues and priorities. They can 
help policy-makers better un-
derstand public needs and pro-
mote citizens’ trust in decision 
making.  However, an open ap-
proach could further empow-
er special interests and those 
with higher than average in-
come and education and might 
be unrepresentative of a larger 
public. Targeted outreach and 
structural incentives can help 
involve participants among subgroups who are 
less likely to engage. Open recruitment is com-
mon in citizen science processes for example.
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1.3.2  Engaging the public “up-
stream”:  Anticipatory Governance
Public input has the greatest chance of influ-
encing policies when citizens are engaged up-
front at the early stages of development.  In 
R&I “upstream engagement” allows for “antici-
patory governance” or a regulatory framework 
that can help to manage rapid technological 
developments and address potential unfore-
seen consequences, simultaneously with re-
search and innovation.
Anticipatory governance represents the best 
way of addressing the so-called Collingridge Di-
lemma of Control (Montana and Parker 2014). 
This recognises that it is difficult to detect the 
harmful effects of a technology in its infancy 
and it is difficult to impose control to remove 
the harmful effects once a technology is ma-
ture. 
The public dialogue (involving citizens and ex-
perts in a deliberative setting) commissioned 
by the Human Fertilisation and Embryology 
Authority on Mitochondrial Replacement in the 
UK represents good example of PE in anticipa-
tory governance that influenced decision-mak-
ing.
1.3.3 Opening Up v. Closing Down 
Engagement
Andy Stirling (2008) makes a distinction be-
tween Public Engagement that closes down or 
opens up the decision process. It is vital to be 
clear on these distinctions when engaging.
Closing down PE has an instrumental focus to 
assist incumbent policy actors by providing a 
means to justify or legitimise decisions already 
framed. The focus is on defining the “right” 
questions, finding “priority” issues, identifying 
“salient” knowledges, recruiting “appropriate” 
protagonists, adopting “effective” methods, 
highlighting “likely” outcomes, and so deter-
mining the “best” options.
Opening up PE has a very different emphasis. 
It’s about opening up choice and examining 
different assumptions. Instead of focusing on 
unitary prescriptive recommendations, it pos-
es alternative questions, focuses on neglected 
issues, includes marginalized perspectives, tri-
angulates contending knowledges, tests sensi-
tivities to different methods, considers ignored 
uncertainties, examines different possibilities, 
and highlights new options.
1.3.4 Assessing public engagement
Rowe and Frewer (2000) assess various partici-
pation methods, based on the acceptance and 
process criteria they identified [link to table]
The EU-funded project Global Ethics in Science 
and Technology (GEST) identified and evaluat-
ed more than 100 public engagement process-
es that have been organized in Europe on a 
national level on Genetically Modified Food (20 
processes) and on emerging technologies such 
as Nanotechnology (90) and Synthetic Biology 
(15).  
The MASIS report (Monitoring Policy and Re-
search Activities on Science in Society in Eu-
rope) assesses public engagement in science 
and technology in the 27 EU member states 
and finds renewed emphasis on public en-
gagement is common to many European 
countries. Local context and country-specific 
understanding and applications of democra-
cy, dialogue and decision-making inevitably 
affect the relative success of public engage-
ment activities. For instance, inclusive systems 
such as Denmark, Norway or the Netherlands 
have well-developed mechanisms for engage-
ment and sustained political commitment to 
dialogue at different levels. In France’s exclu-
sive political system, PE processes tend to be 
initiated for instrumental reasons, rather than 
a genuine commitment to participatory poli-
cy-making.
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high turnout at 
poll)
Low Generally High Low Moderate (limited 
by small sample) 
Moderate (limited 
by small sample)
Moderate to low Moderate (limited 
by small sample)
Independence of true par-
ticipants




Early involvement? Variable Variable Potentially High Variable Potentially High Potentially high Variable but may 
be high
Potentially High
Influence on final policy High Moderate Indirect and difficult 
to determine
High Variable but not 
guaranteed
Variable but not 
guaranteed
Variable but not 
guaranteed
Liable to be indi-
rect
Transparency of the process 
to the public
High Moderate Moderate Low High Moderate Variable but 
often low
Low






Citizens Jury/Panel Citizen Advisory 
Committee
Focus Groups
Resource accessibility Low Low-Moderate Low High High High Variable Low
Task definition High Generally High Low High Generally High Generally High Variable but may 
be high
Variable but may 
be high
Structured decision making Low Low Low Moderate Moderate (influ-
ence of facilitator)




Cost-effectiveness Variable/Low Low Potentially High Potentially High Moderate to high Moderate to high Variable Potentially High
Effective participation table
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1.4 So you want to do public en-
gagement? Top 10 things you need 
to know before you start.
1. Be clear in your purposes and objectives 
from the outset.
2. Start as early as possible in the policy/deci-
sion/research process.
3. Create a culture of openness, transparency 
and participation.
4. Have sufficient resources in terms of time, 
skills and funding.
5. Cover both the aspirations and concerns 
held by the public, scientists in the public 
and private sector, and policy makers and 
involve as many perspectives as possible.
6. Be clear about the extent to which partic-
ipants will be able to influence outcomes.
7. Ensure that policy makers and experts pro-
moting and/or participating in the dialogue 
process are competent in their own areas 
of specialisation and/or in the techniques. 
Measures may need to be put in place to 
provide support to build the capacity of the 
public, experts and policymakers to enable 
effective participation. 
8. Employ techniques and processes appro-
priate to the objectives. Multiple tech-
niques and methods may be used within 
an engagement process, where the objec-
tives require it, including offline and online 
discussions where possible.
9. Encourage collaboration, networking, 
broader participation and co-operation in 
relation to engagement with science and 
technology.






Want to know more?
Policy brief 2: Public Engagement in R&I 
Processes – Promises and Demands: 
http://engage2020.eu/media/Engage2020-Policy-
Brief-Issue2_final.pdf 









Association for Public Participation, other 
umbrella networks: 
http://www.iap2.org/ 




Citizens as Partners: Information, 









 Edited by Edward Andersson, Sonia Bussu, and Houda Davis
There are many reasons to do engagement; 
among others:
• Democratizing expertise
• Social Robustness of scientific knowledge 
• Meeting society’s needs
• Science for the people, by the people
The following chapters contains short pieces by 
leading policy makers and researchers about 
why they think engagement is important. 
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Why is it important to engage so-
ciety in R&I? 
If one was to sum up the importance of public 
engagement in a single sentence it would be: 
Research is not carried out in a vacuum – re-
search needs to inform society but research 
also needs to be informed by societal needs, 
concerns and aspirations therefore  engage-
ment with society is vital. 
We live in a world where science in general and 
bioscience in particular are increasingly rele-
vant. As a society we face some unprecedent-
ed challenges: how are we going to cope with 
three billion more mouths to feed; increasing 
demands for new energy sources; a popula-
tion becoming increasingly elderly and infirm 
and all in the context of climate change? These 
challenges are complex and interdependent 
and will require innovative solutions, which are 
not only technical but also political. They will 
not be solved by silver bullets and their com-
plexity means that they can be hard to grapple 
with and comprehend even for scientists en-
gaged in research. 
If we focus on bioscience specifically, it is clear 
that it has the potential to make some transfor-
mational changes which will improve our future 
sustainability both in terms of basic health and 
welfare, but also in terms of the environment 
through healthier animals, plants and soils. 
However new technologies also bring with 
them new questions and concerns. Engaging 
with society is vitally important to enable those 
questions and concerns to be surfaced and ad-
dressed; to enable a deeper understanding of 
the challenges,  and the scientific methodolo-
gies and solutions used to address them; and 
to ensure that a diverse set of perspectives are 
brought to bear on the debate. Such dialogue 
will allow us to make sure that the most appro-
priate paths to innovation are adopted.
What are the challenges and  
benefits of public engagement?
When done well, engagement can empower all 
of those involved. The public feel ownership of 
the direction of research, the support of stake-
holders is fostered and, most importantly, re-
search investment and practice is focused in 
socially useful directions. A small scale exam-
ple from the BBSRC’s many forays into public 
dialogue would be the recent project looking 
at one of our areas of strategic focus – Food, 
“Research is not carried out in a 
vacuum – research needs to inform 
society but research also needs to be 
informed by societal needs, concerns 
and aspirations therefore  engagement 
with society is vital.”
Professor Jackie Hunter, 
Chief Executive of the Biotechnology and 
Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC).
2.1 
Research funders and societal engagement
By Professor Jackie Hunter
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Nutrition and Health. Two small workshops 
were run with a diverse set of people to explore 
the value of BBSRC investment in this area. It 
was useful for us as we were able to refine our 
thinking about the science as well as receive 
reassurance that our general direction chimed 
with the participants’ opinions. The public par-
ticipants reported high levels of satisfaction 
with their involvement and those experts in-
volved were bought into the outcomes.
However, it is important to reflect on the con-
sequences of not getting societal engagement 
right. The classic exemplar here is the debate 
around genetically modified (GM) crops. Sci-
encewise have done an excellent review1  of 
past efforts in the UK to engage around GM 
and this is a much discussed subject.  There 
were many learnings from this report, but it is 
clear that in this particular case, early engage-
ment (e.g. a BBSRC consensus conference2  in 
1994) did identify many of the concerns which 
became more prominent later. However, these 
concerns were not sufficiently attended to and 
followed up with further activity. This highlights 
that public engagement has to be an ongoing, 
sustained effort with a clear long term vision 
and commitment rather than one-off events. 





report in terms of lessons learned for the fu-
ture including: the purpose of the engagement 
must be clear; those with the power to make 
decisions must be brought into the process 
and willing to change their views; and the pro-
cess of engagement must be of high quality. 
With these three pillars in place an engage-
ment programme can hope to command the 
confidence of a broad range of stakeholders. 
It is also important that the context of the prob-
lem that is being solved is articulated clearly 
up front – i.e. what societal challenge needs to 
be addressed. This was very nicely illustrated 
by the discussions around the use of animals 
in medical research. The involvement of pa-
tients in the debate including such organisa-
tions as ‘Seriously ill for Medical Research’, put 
the need for such research in a societal con-
text that moved the debate on positively from 
its importance for research in isolation, where 
there was no clear linkage with the potential 
impact for patients.
An inspiring example of  
engagement…
I really feel it is vitally important that those in-
volved in animal research in any way are open 
and transparent about the work they do, or 
fund, or support. I am proud of BBSRC’s involve-
ment with the recent Concordat on Openness 
in Animal Research which commits its signa-
tories to enhance their communication about 
their use of animals. Whilst the Concordat sig-
Read about the EU Directive for the 
regulation of the use of animals in 
research
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natories support the use of animals in re-
search, under strict conditions, wider commu-
nication about how that research is carried out 
will increase the opportunities for discussion 
and debate. This will help us to ensure that the 
research carried out on the public’s behalf is in 
step with their views and that we continue to 
develop our methods so that excellent science 
and high standards of animal welfare go hand 
in hand.
What can we do to improve  
public engagement in R&I?
For people and organisations wanting to en-
gage on issues with society there are some 
best practice principles that have been formu-
lated through experience. Communication and 
engagement are two ways and it is important 
to look at the process from the point of view 
of those with whom you are trying to engage. 
Think broadly about who the participants are 
and what stake they have in the topic, how will 
it affect them, why would they care? It’s impor-
tant to be clear with those you are engaging 
with what your motivations are and how they 
can influence the decision making process. It is 
so important, and often neglected, to remem-
ber that just because people aren’t experts in a 
science topic it doesn’t mean they do not have 
expertise which is valuable. In BBSRC’s expe-
rience, and that of many others, it has always 
been rewarding to see the experts – some of 
whom start sceptical of the value of public in-
put – really appreciate the insights and wider 
perspectives that members of the public can 
bring.
There is a nice model, developed by the En-
vironment Agency and others which outlines 
two approaches to engagement either Decide, 
Announce, Defend (DAD) or Engage, Deliber-
ate, Decide (EDD). In some scenarios the ‘DAD’ 
approach is justified and cost effective but in 
others, particularly where there is complexi-
ty, ‘EDD’ is much more appropriate. The more 
thoughtful ‘EDD’ approach should result in a 
better outcome, be more cost effective in the 
long run and, importantly, can really ensure 
the buy-in of a range of participants.
Great progress has been made in societal en-
gagement in recent years, much of it due to 
the vision of parts of government like the De-
partment of Business, Innovation and Skills 
who have funded the excellent Sciencewise 
programme for a number of years. BBSRC has 
been lucky enough to work with Sciencewise 
many times over the years and it was pleasing 
to see Sciencewise doing well in the interna-
tional open government awards1  earlier this 
year.
There are some areas where societal engage-
ment could be improved. One area is that en-
gagement could become more integrated with 
the broader research agenda. Often it is seen 
as a late ‘add-on’ in policy and decision mak-
1 https://www.opengovawards.org/
ing. Secondly, I think there is real scope for en-
gagement to happen at many different levels. 
For example societal engagement at the insti-
tutional level is often very good but we need to 
share best practice cases across institutions.
The most important thing that policy makers 
could do is to make sure they employ best prac-
tice in terms of societal engagement but also 
ensure that all areas of government really pri-
oritise it highly with a long-term, strategic ap-
proach. Each engagement activity should have 
a crystal clear purpose with a well-articulated 
set of drivers. Too often engagement does not 
have a clear idea of what it is trying to achieve 
and therefore might not be done in the right 
way or with the right people. Being clear on a 
purpose and motivations allows you to think 
hard about what is appropriate for your situ-
ation rather than reaching for the same tools 
you always use. At the same time, societal en-
gagement activities are sometimes seen as a 
one-off quick fix to address a particular issue 
rather than being seen as an activity that needs 
to be a long-term strategic initiative.
“Each engagement activity should 
have a crystal clear purpose with a 
well-articulated set of drivers. Being 
clear on a purpose and motivations 
allows you to think hard about what is 
appropriate for your situation rather 




Research council laureate fellow and centenary professor in the 
centre for deliberative democracy and global governance at the 
institute for governance and policy analysis.
2.2 
The deliberative turn 
Interview with John Dryzek
Bridging the gap between people 
and politics
The language of democracy, and deliberative 
democracy in particular, seems to have be-
come very popular and widespread. I’d say that 
everyone from Barak Obama to people in the 
Chinese Communist Party hierarchy seems to 
be believing in deliberative democracy. But of 
course the danger is that it just becomes some-
thing that people sort of wave in the direction 
of, but that’s as far as their commitment goes. 
Looking at contemporary politics, I think there 
is a widespread sense that there is a rift be-
tween politicians and the public. We certainly 
see it in Australia right now, where we see that 
one-term government is becoming the norm. 
People just don’t trust politicians, they’re not 
ready to give them any leeway at all. As soon 
as politicians start doing things they didn’t 
promise in their election campaigns, the public 
becomes very dissatisfied and very alienated 
from the system.
We see it in Europe now, with the rise of an-
ti-austerity movements and parties, in places 
like Greece and Spain. There’s widespread rec-
ognition that something needs to be done to 
reconnect the public and the most formal side 
of politics. Almost by definition, public engage-
ment is part of that, and I’d certainly see delib-
erative democratic innovations as being part 
of that too.
However, for many policy makers, citizen en-
gagement is a box they have to put a tick on. 
They need to do public engagement. They 
don’t really care how meaningful it is. It’s just 
something they need to check off. And I think 
that attitude is very common.
In terms of a deeper commitment, more mean-
ingful, to public engagement, I think that is 
quite rare among politicians. I think it’s much 
more common among ex politicians. At least 
that’s my experience in Australia, if that’s any-
thing to go by.
Over the last few years I’ve done work with 
something called the New Democracy Foun-
dation and this organisation has several, very 
prominent ex politicians, from both the left 
and the right on its Board. These ex politicians 
are very aware of the problems of standard 
electoral democracy and its limitations and 
are seeking ways to connect more deeply the 
public with the formal political system. But it 
seems that they can only do that after their ca-
reer in politics has been finished. While they’re 
actually in politics, they’re too caught up in the 
strategic game; they don’t really have time for 
these deeper questions. So that seems to be 
quite a common syndrome.
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There are a few exceptions to that rule. There 
are one or two senior politicians in Australia 
who have been very committed to expand-
ing deliberative innovations in particular, but 
they’re very, very small in number. Partisanship 
often means neglecting any conception of the 
public interest in favour of simply the strategic 
games of politics and an emphasis on winning. 
So in that sense there is a big clash between 
partisanship and the possibilities of more de-
liberative and participatory engagement.
On effective public 
engagement
What I’d say to policy mak-
ers and practitioners trying 
to start meaningful partic-
ipation is that it’s impor-
tant to find an opening. Let 
me get some negative and 
some positive examples.
A negative example would 
be a big deliberative pro-
cess I helped to organise 
a few years ago, called the 
Australian Citizens’ Parlia-
ment which was held in 
2009. It was very big, we 
had 150 people, with 1 citi-
zen from each federal elec-
toral district in the country. We brought them 
all to Canberra and helped them deliberate in 
Old Parliament House to generate a set of rec-
ommendations, which were then sent to the 
Prime Minister. But all we got from the PM was 
a letter saying, “Thank you for input on the de-
bate on the Australian democracy.” And that 
was it.
So we didn’t identify any openings, we didn’t 
identify any reasons why anyone in formal pol-
itics should pay attention to what we were do-
ing.
A good example would be the place where I 
used to live, in the state of Oregon, in the Unit-
ed States. They recently implemented some-
thing called the Citizens’ Initiative Review. In 
Oregon there’s a long tradition, over 100 years 
old, of citizens’ initiated referenda, where peo-
ple can request a referendum among all the 
voters of the state. And often that has pro-
duced quite bad results, because of the influ-
ence of money. So a few years ago, there was 
a group of reformers who said, “Let’s have a 
deliberative process in conjunction with the 
referendum question.” They don’t do it for all 
the referendum questions, but they do it at 
least for some of them. They convene a citi-
zens’ jury, which then deliberate over the ref-
erendum’s questions and produces a report 
which is included in the voter pamphlet. This is 
sent to every voter in the state. And apparently 
it has substantial impact in raising the level of 
discourse on the referendum questions. That’s 
a way of finding a point of entry.
I think in terms of deliberative systems and 
that does involve multiple levels and multiple 
sites of deliberation, and this at least opens a 
variety of possibilities for particular kinds of 
deliberative exercises to make them work in 
the larger system. 
“I think in terms of deliberative 
systems and that does involve 
multiple levels and multiple sites of 
deliberation, and this at least opens 
a variety of possibilities for particular 
kinds of deliberative exercises to make 
them work in the larger system.”
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There are many ways of doing this. Just to 
mention one example that I’m familiar with, 
here in Australia my colleague and occasion-
al co-author Caroline Hendriks quite recently 
ran two citizens’ juries on questions of ener-
gy policy in conjunction with a parliamentary 
committee. This is a committee not of the na-
tional parliament but of the state parliament 
in New South Wales. She worked with that 
committee and also with the New Democra-
cy Foundation, which I mentioned earlier, to 
run these citizens’ juries. These were charged 
to investigate and produce some recommen-
dations for the state parliament. The citizens’ 
juries had a commitment from the chair of the 
parliamentary committee. He and several oth-
er committee members actually attended the 
two citizens’ juries that were held. This close 
link to formal representative channels ensured 
that the citizens’ juries really had quite a strong 
input into the recommendations that the par-
liamentary committee ended up producing on 
the energy policy issues in question. And it was 
hoped that the input of the citizens’ jury would 
increase the quality of deliberation in the par-
liamentary committee. And that, in turn, might 
have helped improve the overall quality of de-
liberation of the largest system, say Parliament 
and the broader public debate on energy poli-
cy issues in general.
That is just one example of thinking in terms of 
a larger deliberative system and how one par-
ticular innovation can connect to other parts 
of the system and ideally induce good deliber-
ation in the system as a whole. 
The benefits of engaging people 
in science
I think scientists could gain a lot from engag-
ing the public and I think a lot of scientists 
now realise this. The case I know best and that 
I’ve worked a lot on in recent years is climate 
change. I know a lot of climate scientists. I think 
there are two kinds of climate scientists when 
you think about engaging publics. One view is 
that scientists should have all authority when 
it comes to things like climate change. The ar-
gument goes, “Well, if you’ve got cancer, you 
don’t engage in public participation to decide 
the best treatment – you find the best expert.” 
Now, there are climate scientists that have re-
alised that that really doesn’t work. They’ve 
tried to assert the authority of science. They 
have tried to frighten people with a particular 
kind of scenarios about what’s going to hap-
pen with catastrophic climate change, but pol-
iticians and the public often eventually turn 
off. So, some scientists have become very, very 
interested in things like deliberative democra-
cy, on the grounds that they think that that 
would be a much better way of involving the 
public and inducing a better relationship be-
tween them and science. So, of course the sci-
ence itself has to be produced by scientists, 
but in terms of things like setting the agenda 
for science, interpreting scientific findings, try-
ing to tease out what the policy implications 
for those findings are, then the scientists them-
selves are starting to see a real role for more 
effective public deliberation. And that can in-
volve citizen engagement; it can involve more 
effective and more deliberative relations with 
politicians, who of course are generally not ex-
perts on the science.
I think a lot of scientists themselves now realise 
that. And I think that’s actually a very positive 
development. If you can apply that to climate 
science, which of course is extraordinarily com-
plex and multifaceted, I think that can apply it 
anywhere. And if we think at examples of sus-
tained citizen deliberation on particular things 
of technological risks, such as nanotechnolo-
gies, human bio-technology, genetically modi-
fied organisms in agriculture, I think we do see 
that as long as we give citizens a chance, we 
give them enough time, we give them access 
to expertise, they can cope pretty well on any 
kind of complex scientific and technological is-
sues. So, I think there are no limits to citizen 
participation when it comes to issues like that.
I find it hard to think of any occasions when 
citizen engagement is not appropriate. There 
might be times of crisis decision-making when 
“As long as we give citizens a chance,  
we give them enough time, we give them 
access to expertise, they can cope pretty 
well on any kind of complex scientific 
and technological issues”
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government has to act immediately in respon- 
se to a crisis and then of course engagement is 
going to be very hard to organise. Traditionally 
there have been issues that have been seen as 
off-limit, much in the way of citizen participa-
tion. So, that would include things like foreign 
policy, national security, maybe even econom-
ic policy. But those of course are some of the 
most important things government does.
I actually think that on all of those issues it 
could be possible to organise citizen participa-
tion and public engagement. I’ve been think-
ing about a book published a long time ago by 
the democratic thinker Robert Dahl, the lead-
ing democratic thinker in the US. And the book 
is called, “Controlling Nuclear Weapons”. That 
was actually one of the very first proposals for 
something like a citizens’ assembly. And he 
suggested that such a citizens’ assembly ac-
tually should deliberate on the questions of 
nuclear weapons, what the US policy on this 
should be and how nuclear weapons should 
be controlled. He made a very compelling case 
that a citizens’ assembly - well, he didn’t call it 
that, he called it a mini-populous - could work 
on issues like that. 
My own feeling is that if you actually did have 
citizens’ participation - more effective citizen 
participation - on these issues, you might actu-
ally be very effective in stopping potential dis-
asters. 
Some inspiring case studies…
I think some of the best examples do come 
from Australia and they involve a particular 
period in the politics of one Australian state, 
Western Australia. I mentioned earlier that 
serving politicians are often not very interest-
ed in promoting deliberation. It’s only after 
they retire that they become interested. But 
there was one serving politician in Western 
Australia, her name is Alannah MacTiernan, 
the planning minister in Western Australia. 
She was very committed to deliberation and 
she worked very closely with my friend Janette 
Hartz-Karp, who is now at Curtin University in 
Western Australia, to organise a number of cit-
izen deliberations, a number of different mod-
els. They were very effective and a lot of the 
recommendations were adopted into policy, 
mainly as a result of the personal commitment 
of this minister.
Perhaps the best known one was called Dia-
logue with the City. The idea was to develop 
a new city plan for the city of Perth, which is 
the biggest city in Western Australia. And the 
model used was one developed by the Ameri-
caSpeaks Foundation in the US – the 21st Cen-
tury Town Meeting.  Dialogue with the City was 
one among several deliberative exercises in 
Western Australia, which had a very big impact 
on government policies. But the problem was 
that it all depended on the commitment of one 
minister and then the government of which 
she was part was eventually defeated and the 
new government had no interest at all in citi-
zen participation of any sort. 
I think we have to realise that ensuring both 
high quality citizens’ deliberation and having 
an impact is often a real struggle. But it’s not 
impossible and certainly worth keep trying!
“The science itself has to be produced 
by scientists, but in terms of things 
like setting the agenda for science, 
interpreting scientific findings, 
trying to tease out what the policy 
implications for those findings are, 
then the scientists themselves are 
starting to see a real role for more 
effective public deliberation..”
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Changing rationales behind  
public engagement
I believe that public engagement will be an im-
portant issue for research foundations across 
Europe. The King Baudouin Foundation has 
had a lengthy history on working with public 
engagement, for example in the Meeting of 
Minds project which involved 126 citizens in 
9 European countries in discussions around 
Brain Science ten years ago. However in recent 
years we have seen a shift in our focus when it 
comes to public engagement. 
In previous projects our key focus was on get-
ting the citizen views on various aspects of re-
search into research policy from a democratic 
frame of mind. Our thinking was that impor-
tant research areas, like genetic testing or 
brain research needed the views of the public 
for research to be legitimate.
In today’s complex research environment en-
gagement forms a vital part of the system of 
checks and balances. The truth remains that 
the European scientific research community 
remains sometimes quite closed from society.
The ethical and social discussions of certain re-
search topics are important for the future of 
science and I strongly believe that engagement 
needs to be mainstreamed and move beyond 
pilot activities. Engagement is first and fore-
most a governance issue. 
Although democratic accountability is of course 
still a relevant driver for public engagement, 
as a Foundation we have increasingly found 
ourselves looking at public engagement in a 
different way. My chief argument for engage-
ment today is not that it makes research more 
legitimate, but rather that it may improve the 
quality of the research itself. 
Engagement in research is thus about more 
than policy, it is also about the practice of re-
search and the vital role that citizens can play 
in the research process. Intertwined in this de-
bate is the fact that Europe and the world face 
some extremely difficult problems. These ‘wick-
ed problems’ are interdependent, complex and 
changing and for these reasons engagement 
is all the more important in finding solutions. 
In some cases it is very obvious where citizens 
can play a role; for example cases where the 
issues have a local component and the citizens 
are affected stakeholders. There are, howev-
er, areas where it is less immediately obvious 
what the citizens can add. 
“In today’s complex research 
environment engagement forms  
a vital part of the system of checks 
and balances”
Gerrit Rauws is a Director at the King Baudouin Foundation. He manages the 
Foundation’s programmes on Health and Biomedical Research, European en-
gagement and Social engagement. From 1984 to 1989 he worked as a research-
er at the University of Leuven, where he received a Ph.D. in Physical Geography.
2.3 
Public engagement as a priorty for research 
By Gerrit Rauws
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Why should we engage  
the public?
So why should private Foundations like the 
King Baudouin Foundation or public funders 
across Europe spend their scarce research 
funding on engagement? I 
think that the reasons for 
engagement are compel-
ling, even from a strictly fi-
nancial perspective.
Firstly, there is a commu-
nications argument for 
engagement. If research-
ers are pushed to interact 
with non-professionals, 
this obliges them to com-
municate in another way. 
Translating an academic 
text from one language to 
another forces the writer to 
make sure that the content 
is clear and concise, and in 
the same way engagement 
helps researchers to clarify 
their function. Engagement 
is thus a useful communi-
cations exercise and not a distraction. Engage-
ment enhances the ability of scientists to get 
their message through to different audiences 
and helps ensure robust thinking.
Secondly, engagement is beneficial to the in-
dividual researcher. One of the things I am 
most enthusiastic about when it comes to en-
gagement is seeing the interaction between 
citizens and individual researchers. A decade 
ago when we ran the Meeting of Minds pro-
cess I met plenty of sceptical Brain research-
ers who were convinced that citizens had little 
to contribute. This (and many other projects) 
has taught me that the best way to convince 
sceptical researchers is to involve them. At the 
start they are often convinced that the topic is 
too difficult for citizens. Each time I have seen 
remarkable interactions between citizens and 
researchers, where both sides have learnt a 
lot. I have seen how the experience of engage-
ment can influence the careers of researchers. 
The questions raised by citizens change how 
researchers carry out research and how they 
communicate, but also where their research 
priorities are. Engagement can shape and form 
the basis for a successful aca-
demic career. My experience 
tells me that engagement 
leads to better research as a 
result of these new and un-
expected questions.
Finally, there are benefits 
from engagement which ac-
crue to the research institu-
tions rather than individual 
researchers. Engagement is 
part of a wider systematic 
change in how research in-
stitutions operate. Engage-
ment needs to be made in-
stitutional to give the full 
benefits. The truth is that 
for a long time private com-
panies have had someone 
who is responsible for CSR 
or quality control. Research 
institutions need similar governance and in-
teraction instruments, appropriate to their 
unique circumstances. Engaging the public is a 
vital part of this and needs to become part of 
the corporate culture of research institutions, 
in order to achieve the aspirations of the Re-
sponsible Research and Innovation agenda.
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When should we engage citizens?
There are perhaps certain research areas 
where it is more difficult for citizens to make a 
difference. However, I do not think that there 
is any area of science or innovation which is 
inherently unsuitable for engagement. In the 
past decade we have seen European projects 
on topics like brain science, nanotechnology, 
and climate change. It is clear that complexity 
is not an insurmountable barrier to engage-
ment. There is therefore no reason to discount 
any research discipline off hand.
We still need more good examples of engage-
ment shifting the scientific research culture. 
In the area of biomedical research I feel that 
engagement has become more common as 
part of the agenda setting. In research around 
biomedical issues scientists are increasingly 
aware that their end users matter, not just at 
the final stages of research, but at every level. 
In this field it has become clear that the prior-
ities of people who live with disorders matter 
for the final results. There have been numer-
ous examples of negative effects if the re-
search agendas are out of sync with the needs, 
wants and lived experiences of those citizens 
affected by health conditions. This has made it 
increasingly easy to make the case for engage-
ment in this field. It is visibly beneficial both to 
the researchers and to the research results. 
We need to see this shift in opinions in other 
fields as well and I am convinced that we will 
do so in the years that come.
I see the role of foundations like the King 
Baudouin Foundation as helping to set the 
agenda within the R&I community, as well 
as providing practical engagement tools and 
sharing good practices. As significant funders 
of research we need to walk the talk. The shift 
towards a more engaging research system is a 
gradual process, one where Foun-
dations working together will 
play an important role in moving 
from one-off pilots to more es-
tablished practice. The R&I com-
munity is increasingly interna-
tional and so we need to develop 
a European engagement commu-
nity. I am glad to see the Europe-
an Commission playing an active 
role in fostering such a commu-
nity through its work around RRI 
and Horizon 2020. The Societal 
challenges that the Commission 
has identified are both scientific 
problems and societal problems. 
This is why broadening the range 
of expertise considered in R&I is 
important.
In the coming years I believe that we will see 
engagement move from an experimental ac-
tivity to becoming part of governance toolbox 
of research institutions. My advice for unsure 
colleagues is to just do it. Engagement is still a 
developing practice. It involves trial and error. 
Don’t wait, start somewhere. There shouldn’t 
be any off-limit topics, there is always some-
thing that can be added by bringing in outside 
perspectives. A growing number of organisa-
tions are signing up to the principles of Re-
sponsible Research and Innovation and in the 
future it will become difficult to stay relevant 
without finding ways to relate to the views of 
the public.“The shift towards a more engaging 
research system is a gradual process, 
one where Foundations working 
together will play an important role  
in moving from one-off pilots to  
more established practice.”
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of the human Personality. She was formerly a member of the Sciencewise 
Citizen Group in the UK. In 2010 she was a randomly selected participation 
in a public dialogue in environmental change.
2.4 
Public engagement: a dynamo of democracy 
By Innes Newman
Engagement processes: a citi-
zen’s perspective
In 2010 I was invited as a randomly selected 
citizen to take part in the Citizens Advisory 
Forum for Living with Environmental Change 
(LWEC).  This public dialogue included around 
35 citizens representing the ‘public’ and we 
were a very mixed group: male and female, 
different ethnicities, ages ranging from 17 to 
73 and in various walks of life.  As citizens our 
job was to discuss government policy options 
for scientific research to address expected im-
pacts of environmental change and agree pol-
icy priorities.  Our deliberations were fed back 
to the UK Government Living with Environ-
mental Change Network to inform their future 
work,   and to ensure we could have informed 
deliberations, before each meeting we were 
required to read background material.  I did 
wonder whether the subject matter and mate-
rials might be too complicated for us but there 
no need for concern.  In fact the material was 
excellent, no jargon or complex science but in 
three pages of concise and straightforward in-
formation.  In this summary the key aspects of 
the issue laid out:
a. this is the issue;
b. these are the options;
c. these are cost-benefit considerations;
d. and these are the questions we would like 
you to think about. 
For example, the final question was, ‘Upon 
what principles should we make decisions 
about “who gets what” in the face of increas-
ingly scarce resources as a result of climate 
change?’  The ensuing conversation made for 
a lively finale to the public dialogue!
There were sources for further reading but the 
summary was sufficient to participate fully in 
discussions, which were also informed by ex-
pertise.  I was impressed by the scientists who 
came to talk to us.  Forget the stereotype of 
scientists with their heads in the clouds and 
speaking in tongues. The focus for the scientists 
we interacted with was very practical, namely 
the potential physical and material impacts on 
everyday life of environmental change.  As well 
as sharing a wealth of knowledge in language 
everyone could understand, they infused their 
passion and enthused about our views and 
ideas, and they liked a laugh - we all did.  
“Part of the magic of public dialogue 
and engagement is that all these 
differences go into a pot, they’re 
shaken and stirred and out pours a 
shiny new cocktail.”
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How did it work?
Over 5 months we met 3 times to discuss 3 
different topics.  Each time there was an in-
itial presentation to the whole group by an 
environmental scientist who explained the 
first issue in more detail and answered our 
questions.  The whole group divided into sub-
groups for in-depth, facilitated discussions 
and the scientists rotated around the sub-
groups.  Each sub-group elected a spokesper-
son to present a summary of the agreed pol-
icy priorities to the re-convened whole group 
an each summary was followed by ques-
tions from the floor so everyone discussed 
everything until the facilitator concluded the 
morning session.  As lunch was served at the 
venue, this mid-meeting break was a good 
time for informal conversation before the 
dialogue process resumed for the afternoon 
session, which repeated the procedure for the 
second issue relevant to the topic.
About a month after each meeting citizens re-
ceived a 5-6 page Forum Report.  Just as the 
other material, this was a concise yet detailed 
summary of our responses to the issues. 
Reading it was like switching on a video that 
replayed the whole meeting in a few minutes.   
I didn’t want the meetings to end but they 
did, leaving me to reflect on what I enjoyed so 
much and why this project had affected me 
more profoundly than I could have imagined. 
Certain aspects like the quality of the materi-
al, faultless organisation and skilled facilitation 
played a big part in maximising the productivi-
ty and enjoyment of the meetings but aspects 
were part of the whole and for me personal-
ly, the whole project was fantastic.  ‘Public di-
alogue’ was something new to me: it was re-
freshing, enlivening, thought-provoking and it 
really opened my eyes.  
Was it useful?
Firstly, there was the subject and how much 
I learned.  I was interested in environmental 
change and thought I knew something about it 
but I never imagined how much I would learn 
nor how fascinating and effortless the learning 
would be.  Over the 5-month period my aware-
ness of the subject expanded enormously.  I 
learned from reading but written material is 
always second-hand and distant. I learned 
most, and was inspired to read more, from the 
scientists and other citizens who brought the 
subject close to home (literally in the sense of 
those who’d personally experienced flooding) 
and made it come alive.  
There was a rich assortment of people I’d nev-
er meet otherwise, and break times were filled 
with interesting stories about their different 
lives, work, families, values, ways of seeing the 
world.  Part of the magic of public dialogue 
and engagement is that all these differences 
go into a pot, they’re shaken and stirred and 
out pours a shiny new cocktail.  In our case, we 
were asked to think about a scenario for the 
future within which everyone could identify 
their little piece, but there was much more to 
it: more aspects considered, potentials recog-
nised, purposes served and new possibilities 
included.     
Yes, doing the dialogue was an eye-opener, but 
then something else occurred to me weeks af-
ter the project ended.  I received an email with 
links to a YouTube video, an email address for 
project feedback and the Forum Report that 
ended with a thank you for taking part in this 
‘important engagement’.   The deeper signif-
icance of ‘public dialogue’ escaped me at the 
time because the meetings were so absorbing 
and the whole experience fascinating. 
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Why is it important to engage?
Engaging the public through dialogue is really 
important.  It is important because it gives in-
dividual citizens a voice and gives politicians an 
ear on the ground.  Right now ‘public engage-
ment’ looks like an infant taking the first ten-
tative steps, but it’s an upgrade of democracy 
that has no precedent or parallel.  Democra-
cies vary a lot but they all have in common uni-
versal franchise and political elections every 
few years.  Political structures vary too, but in 
Britain and other parts of Europe many (some-
times even a majority of) people don’t get the 
political representatives they vote for.  Voting 
for a political party is tantamount to supporting 
all their policies and once a party is in power, 
apart from a rare national referendum, there is 
no nationally coordinated mechanism offering 
ordinary folk direct involvement in the political 
process. Hardly surprising then, at some point 
ruling political parties are commonly criticised 
for being out of touch with the people, how 
could they not be?  Because complex democ-
racies work in slow and cumbersome ways, 
daily life on the ground is changing faster than 
the political establishment can digest and act 
upon.
However, someone had a bright idea of ac-
tually getting in touch with the public before 
specific policies were introduced, testing the 
water and seeing what comes to the surface 
perhaps.  ‘Public dialogue’ uniquely bridges 
gaps between what politicians think is best 
for people and what people think is best for 
themselves; how politicians see society chang-
ing and how people are actually experiencing 
change.  It offers people a unique opportuni-
ty to think about and decide what is best for 
themselves, and to input their decisions direct-
ly into the political policy making process, at 
least potentially.  It injects dynamic awareness 
and inspirational co-creative thinking into cit-
izens’ perspectives and can do the same for 
political policy making processes.  Even in this 
early stage, public engagement is a significant 
dynamo of democracy and it has huge poten-
tial as a mechanism for facilitating mutual un-
derstanding between citizens and their elected 
political rulers.
I spoke with several citizens who, like me, felt a 
little apprehensive initially. Some had wavered 
about participating in the project because they 
thought the science might be too technical and 
complex, they wouldn’t feel qualified to talk 
about it and they would be embarrassed if they 
did.   But then they thought that if they couldn’t 
do it they wouldn’t have been approached. 
Their interest was stronger than their appre-
hension which, as mine, disappeared when 
they received the background reading for the 
first meeting.   Thus any notions about incapa-
bility are soon forgotten: the only qualification 
necessary is to be an interested citizen.
What if citizens aren’t interested?  Some peo-
ple may not be, and their voice will never be 
heard.  On the other hand, many people may 
think they’re not interested but interest var-
ies a great deal, from the quite specific, ‘I want 
to know what the government is going to do 
about river XXX flooding’, to the general, ‘I want 
to understand what my kids will be faced with’. 
Plus, the scientific field is vast and anyone who 
has eaten food, travelled from A to B or visit-
ed a hospital is likely to have some interest in 
one policy making area or another. So perhaps 
many people don’t lack interest rather a mean-
ingful means of expressing it.
Neither is it down to lack of interest for many 
people who work and run businesses.  Our or-
ganisers did their best, we had three meetings 
over 5 months, all on Saturdays at a central lo-
cation and scheduled well in advance.  Even so, 
there were a few missed meetings due to work 
and it’s safe to assume work commitments 
prevented some people from participating at 
all.  Given how many people work in today’s 
society, their underrepresentation in public di-
alogues is a problem and might skew the bal-
ance of public engagement groups.
“‘Public dialogue’ uniquely bridges 
gaps between what politicians think is 
best for people and what people think 
is best for themselves; how politicians 
see society changing and how people 
are actually experiencing change”
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On the other side of the coin, citizens receive 
feedback but I think this is an area which could 
be improved. Beyond website references for 
specific organisations, projects and reports, 
this intelligence disappears into an ocean and 
there is no way of knowing whether it reaches 
policymakers.  And there is no evidence from 
policymakers that they’ve heard what citizens 
have said in public engagement projects.  En-
gagement, like justice, needs to be seen to be 
done.
Nevertheless, there’s reason to 
believe shortcomings are tem-
porary and public engagement 
is here to stay.  Engaging the 
public means reaching people 
where people are.  Offering 
different venues and a range 
of attendance options (more, 
shorter evening meetings for 
example) may help to reach 
more people, especially if there 
were an increase in dialogue 
projects.  But this is tinkering 
on a small scale.  We live in a 
digital world with built-in big 
scale and there’s great enthusi-
asm for self-expression online. 
Digital technology sweeps away physical prob-
lems of place and time and offers new, flexible 
ways of organising engagement.  Online public 
engagement has the potential to reach most 
people and, looking at younger generations, 
pretty soon this could be the only way of reach-
ing people.  And this points to a fundamental 
transformation in social processes which puts 
politicians on their mettle.  
In the face of mounting uncertainty and pres-
sure to do a better job of running the country, 
sooner or later the political establishment will 
realise the huge benefits of reaching people 
where people are, of using digital platforms to 
proactively and meaningfully engage the pub-
lic.  Sciencewise is the UK’s national centre for 
public dialogue in policy making involving sci-
ence and technology issues and there are indi-
cations that Sciencewise is adapting the tried 
and tested Public Engagement methodology 
for the digital age.
Once citizens experience this form of partici-
pation, many may want another opportunity, 
as did I and several citizens in the LWEC pro-
ject.  Citizens may be especially keen to know 
their views are being registered and taken 
seriously by policymakers.  It’s not impossi-
ble to imagine the minister making a speech 
about Alzheimer’s research and referring spe-
cifically to engagement projects in Clydebank, 
Cirencester or Cyberspace.  Further down the 
line, public engagement could be constitution-
ally enshrined, an opportunity afforded to all 
citizens or an obligation akin to jury service, 
‘engagement service’.
Meanwhile, for anyone interested in learning 
more about the current status of public en-
gagement, there is plenty of information on 
the Sciencewise website and if you have the 
chance to participate, it could be a fascinating 
eye-opener.  You may have strong views about 
the subject - that’s okay.  You may have no spe-
cific views, that’s okay too.  If you just go along 
willing to listen to others and speak your mind, 
you’ll be amazed what comes out of this dyna-
mo of democracy. 
More information
A full and fascinating Final Report of a 
public dialogue pilot on the subject of 
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2.5
Participatory and cross-sectoral policy-making for 
complex health challanges
by Susanna Kugelberg
Why is it important to engage  
society in food and health?
The promotion of healthy behaviours with bet-
ter diets and increased physical activity is of 
utmost urgency for future public health in Eu-
rope and it is defined as a grand societal chal-
lenge to reduce the noncommunicable dis-
ease burden. Some might question the need 
for engagement on these issues, arguing that 
we already know what is needed. However, to 
govern societies towards better health is not 
a linear equation from the best available evi-
dence. Multi-stakeholder participation is a vital 
part of the solution to the growing challenges 
of the global burden of diseases and the shift 
towards noncommunicable diseases. 
Health Ministries across Europe acknowledge 
the high, and still increasing, burden of disease 
caused by unhealthy dietary and lifestyle pat-
terns in many countries of the European Re-
gion and in particularly the rapid rise of over-
weight and obesity, especially in children1,2. 
Diet related diseases have a negative impact 
on the quality of life and well-being of the in-
dividual and of society as a whole and rep-
resent a high burden on health systems and 
the economy.  WHO´s Regional Office for en-
dorsed a new policy on health governance in 
2012- Health 20203, which directly states that 
engaging the whole-of-society  constructively 
is crucial to addressing these challenges.
WHO defines governance for health and 
well-being as the attempts of governments and 
other actors to steer communities, whole coun-
tries or even groups of countries in the pursuit 
of health as integral to well-being through both 
whole-of-government and whole-of-society ap-
proaches4. A whole-of-society (WOS) approach 
brings the many ideas of public engagement 
together and can be better understood as a 
principle for broader public engagement in 
the context of food and health policies. WOS is 
particularly developed to involve and engage 
civil society groups, media and communities in 
the articulation of health needs in policies.
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Complementing the WOS approach, a 
whole-of-government (WOG) approach is be-
ing largely promoted as a way to achieve a larg-
er impact of health in all policies. WOG focuses 
on the government structure and underlines 
the importance of addressing health equity 
and social determinants of health in the poli-
cy-making process. Many policy areas, such as 
health or food suffers from limited cross-sec-
toral collaboration and have traditionally be-
ing vertically structured in the government 
with a high specialization within their areas. 
WOG emphasizes the need for cross-cutting 
approaches with collaboration between all rel-
evant stakeholders in different sectors and lev-
els of government, as well as the private sector 
and civil society, and increasingly taking into 
account regional and global institutions The 
new European Food and Nutrition Action Plan5 
launched in 2014 also supports and encourag-
es health ministries to bring key stakeholders 
together in a shared effort to respond to food, 
nutrition and health dilemmas. It recognizes 
the contribution of such stakeholders – par-
ticularly civil society – in taking health agendas 
forward at the Regional level. 
What are the benefits of public 
engagement?
WHO´s policy framework Health 2020 policy 
mentioned earlier has emerged as a response 
to a changing context with many of the food 
and health challenges being complex and dif-
ficult to solve without a broad collaboration 
and support across sectors.  Thus, working 
from a WHO perspective, there are numerous 
benefits of public engagement. Firstly, timely 
and structured engagement is a tool in health 
governance - a participatory approach ideally 
leads to decision based on more complete in-
formation, anticipating and mitigating against 
unexpected and negative outcomes. There is 
also sufficiently support for a view of engage-
ment as a forum for social learning. Social 
learning is crucial for changing views about 
complex issues as childhood obesity. Govern-
ments need to learn to see it as less of as an 
individual problem and more of a problem 
where many actors have a part in the puzzle 
and an obligation to respond. Stakeholders 
and the wider society learn from each other 
through the development of new relationships 
and learn to appreciate the legitimacy of each 
other’s views. Thus, the common ground and 
trust established between participants can re-
duce conflicts and increase networking and 
collaboration in responding to issues as child-
hood obesity. Engagement could also help to 
implement health interventions. If stakehold-
ers actively participate in the development of 
health interventions they are much more like-
ly to be adapted to needs and environments. 
Thus engaging civil society and cross-sectoral 
collaboration is vital for WHO Europe as well 
as other national and multilateral actors and 
is likely to become increasingly obvious in the 
coming decade.
A participatory approach is also a crucial tool 
to address health inequity and even gender 
issues, cross-cutting issues across all of the 
WHO’s technical program work.  Public En-
gagement fills an important role by increasing 
the involvement and inclusion of those on the 
periphery of the decision-making process, who 
are often feel marginalised in today’s health re-
search policy environment. Also, an additional 
normative benefit around equity is that stake-
holders’ participation increases the likelihood 
that decisions are perceived as fair. WHO also 
recognised the importance of public engage-
ment as it is seen as empowering stakeholders 
through the co-generation of knowledge and 
increasing the participant’s capacity to use this 
knowledge.
WHO´s work in INPROFOOD resulted in a 
study which concluded that the legitimacy of 
policy-making is not only determined by the 
number of stakeholders involved but also the 
capacity of the process to deliver its objectives 
and in responding to the societal challenge. 
Thus a multi-stakeholder involvement in pol-
icy-making should both deliver its ob jectives
“Public Engagement fills an important 
role by increasing the involvement and 
inclusion of those on the periphery 
of the decision-making process, who 
are often feel marginalised in today’s 
health re-search policy environment.”
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effectively and efficiently, i.e. to do it in a timely 
and cost-efficient manner. From a WHO per-
spective, this indeed represents one of the 
main challenge of engagement – how to en-
gage stakeholders and the civil society more 
effectively and efficiently?
DISCLAIMER
Susanna Kugelberg is a consultant to the WHO 
Regional Office for Europe. The author alone 
is responsible for the views expressed in this 
publication and they do not necessarily repre-
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2.6
How citizen engagement can help us address  
complex issues like climate change
By Hans Bruyninckx
Why is it important to engage cit-
izens on scientific issues?
For me the question of why citizen engagement 
is important in science is quite straightforward: 
we are working on science and innovation not 
for ourselves but for society. We need societal 
change on a number of issues, like the envi-
ronment, climate change and the technologies 
related to that. If you are working for societal 
change you want to involve society. That is the 
core element of why we should engage more, 
in more structured ways and using more crea-
tive approaches. I think this holds true not only 
when it comes to large public research and in-
novation projects but also the private and aca-
demic sectors.
I think you are missing an enormous potential 
if you don’t engage society at large when you 
work in research and innovation. The creative 
capacity of organised and unorganised citizens 
is enormous and you don’t want to overlook 
this when you have major societal challenges-
The necessary creativity and inspiration need-
ed to turn around the major challenges in the 
21st century will not only be found in universi-
ties, companies and research and innovation 
departments. The largest challenge from the 
European Environment Agency’s perspective is 
that of climate change and the related prob-
lems of biodiversity loss, resilience and adap-
tation to climate change. All of these things will 
require tapping into societal potential.
Research and innovation aim to improve the 
living conditions of people in society and it 
would be very unwise not to involve them in 
that enterprise.  Changing societal conditions 
almost by definition requires a transparent, 
open and engaging debate with the citizens. 
Modern forms of governance are in my opin-
ion essential if you want to spend public mon-
ey (and also private money) in a way that is 
legitimate and in line with what we think of de-
mocracy in Europe. 
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Embedding citizen engagement 
in policy making and research
There are some great examples of where R&I 
are already involving citizens in very funda-
mental ways. For example we have examples 
of co-creation in research and innovation, 
where we see NGOs, citizen scientists and in-
dividuals connected through the Internet con-
tributing to new technologies. There are also 
lots of examples of activities of crowd-sourc-
ing in design, such as citizens helping to design 
new cars. We now have cars that are actually 
produced and designed by citizens; we have 
new products that are not designed by three 
or four engineers in a lab but are produced in 
an open source way. There is a lot of potential 
in these new ways of working. Of course not 
all efforts will lead to magnificent results, but I 
think we have an obligation to think out of the 
box when it comes to research and innovation. 
Many people who work in technology and in-
novation are very focussed on the technical as-
pects. Ordinary citizens bring a different view 
of society and reality, which helps ensure bet-
ter innovation.
Over the last couple of years we have framed 
the 2050 agenda around the concepts of a cli-
mate neutral society, eco-system resilience 
and a circular economy. This triad will mean 
massive innovation and massive technological 
change but also societal change. There is huge 
potential in rethinking how we invest in inno-
vation in a more systemic way. We need to in-
vest in research, not only to analyse the prob-
lems but also to help solving them. This is the 
key challenge that we are facing over the dec-
ades in Europe. This is increasingly recognised 
as the agenda for the first half of the 21st cen-
tury. Now we need to make better use of soci-
etal resources to frame new innovations. 
Policy makers should require more engage-
ment when they spend public money for re-
search and innovation. At the moment this is 
often not the case. The requirement is often 
that the result should serve societal purpos-
es, but the methods to engage societal actors 
early on is often not even suggested and defi-
nitely not required. If I was a policy maker for 
a day, I’d probably put that among the require-
ments for funding in research and innovation. 
I think there are good methods and practices 
out there, as well as great examples of how 
to engage society in science and technology. 
The networking technology which allows citi-
zens to be connected to all sorts of issues has 
great potential, but these are not necessarily 
always the most democratic fora. All sorts of 
people can be engaged in more loose and un-
structured ways and we need to be mindful 
of how we design the engagement. As we see 
with social media, it raises an enormous po-
tential when it comes to awareness raising and 
crowd-sourcing, while at the same time being 
short term and potentially causing upheaval 
or damage to people. We are at the very early 
stages of learning how to engage with all these 
new methods and citizen-focussed processes. 
I also think it is important that we don’t limit 
ourselves to just engaging with individuals. In 
Europe we have very well organised NGOs and 
civil society organisations, who also provide 
the interface between citizens and economic 
stakeholders, policy makers, and universities. 
We should make use of that solid mid-field of 
organised society and also engage with them. 
I have the impression that often we now jump 
over those organisations directly into online 
and the internet and social media, but I think 
there is an important role for that part of soci-
ety to be played.
As a scientist I am very clear that fundamental 
science needs to have a space. I do not believe 
that we should only fund research and innova-
tion that is an immediate solution to societal 
problems. We also need a space where people 
can think and innovate and also reflect freely 
on all sort of issues. We need this type of re-
search to be the fertile ground for more solu-
tion-oriented technologies and innovation. We 
have to be very careful not to give too much 
steer and maybe not too much involvement at 
all stages. Citizens have a vital role in solving 
our societal challenges, and so do scientists 
and innovators. We must make sure that they 
have the space for them to do their thing.
“We have an obligation to think out of 




Why the engagement of civil society actors and  
of citizens is a priority in research and innovation
By Claudia Neubauer
Societal engagement is vital in 
the field of R&I
Research and Innovation have been strongly 
shaping our societies, our daily lives and our 
world vision over a long period.  Technological 
developments based on scientific knowledge - 
such as nuclear power plants, pesticides, 
GMOs, air planes and space shuttles, big and 
fast cars, household appliances for all and 
everything, and drugs of all sorts, but also fash-
ion clothes and faraway holidays - were pre-
sented as the ultimate marks of modernity, 
progress and happiness. Even with all due re-
spect to numerous inventions, the conse-
quences of these massive innovations and de-
velopments are at least ambiguous, as 
scientific progress is one of the most impor-
tant and at the same time most inconsistent 
factors influencing our present and our future. 
If, on the one hand, certain scientific findings 
call us to change urgently our current produc-
tion models and consumption patterns, on the 
other hand many scientific and technological 
innovations contribute to reinforcing the very 
same production and consumption models. 
R&I therefore have their share of responsibility 
for the current crises.
Social and environmental injustice, income 
poverty and climate change are the burning 
problems of our period and have become the 
overarching goal of sustainability efforts of 
numerous nations, whereby the hardest chal-
lenges lie in improving livelihoods through 
economic alternatives that also maintain the 
natural resources for current and future gen-
erations. These challenges are highly complex, 
interconnected and systemic. Research can, 
should and partly does play here the role of an 
impulse generator, by taking seriously its so-
cial responsibility and by opening to the whole 
variety of perspectives present in society. Re-
search has always claimed to be an external 
and neutral observer of reality. And yet, be-
yond this position of an observer, it has also al-
ways intervened to change reality. The latter is 
what research has been doing massively over 
the last decades not to say the last centuries 
and what is commonly called scientific pro-
gress. It is thus this scientific progress that we 
have to question and to redefine: its direction, 
its meaning, and its outcomes. Scientists can-
not do this alone. Since the consequences of 
scientific and technological development con-
cern society as a whole, all actors should be 
“societal engagement should not only 
alter the face of research but also 
improve public confidence and support 
in research and innovation, lead to 
more creative and real-world inputs, 
improved policy decision making and 
the development of more appropriate, 
effective and robust solutions for 
pressing issues.”
Dr. Claudia Neubauer works as program officer at 
the Swiss foundation Charles Léopold Mayer.
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involved and should be heard in order to col-
lectively identify the required changes. Soci-
etal engagement in research is about partici-
pation, and it is about change. The questions 
we should ask ourselves are: What changes? In 
which directions and for what objectives? For 
whom? With whom? By mobilizing what mate-
rial and cognitive resources? With what modes 
of action?
As in economics, there are two antagonistic 
facets in scientific activity: sharing and com-
peting. The current trend in the dominant sci-
entific model, which is more and more close-
ly tied to a (neo)liberal economy, entails the 
competing taking largely precedence over the 
sharing. However, we can also observe the op-
posite dynamics at place, even if marginal and 
marginalised, as there is increasing sharing, 
not only of scientific results, but also of scien-
tific activity itself. Such sharing happens not 
only between researchers but also between 
researchers and non researchers, thus ques-
tioning current scientific knowledge produc-
tion methods and offering new approaches. 
This societal engagement in research, boost-
ed by civil society actors and citizens as well 
as researchers themselves, has been called 
participatory research, action research, citizen 
science, community based research, etc. This 
is a new popular paradigm that muddles the 
established order and self-understanding of 
scientific identity and pushes the borders of 
traditional academic research.
However, this societal engagement should not 
only alter the face of research but also improve 
public confidence and support in research 
and innovation, lead to more creative and re-
al-world inputs, improved policy decision-mak-
ing and the development of more appropriate, 
effective and robust solutions for pressing is-
sues.
There are numerous arguments 
for societal engagement… 
Amid all the evidence that scientists have built 
over the last decades (for example, on the phys-
ical limits of our planet, on climate change, on 
socio-economic processes), all the experiences 
of social, economic and environmental injustice 
and all the incidental consequences of scien-
tific progress people have been facing all over 
the world, the promise of universal economic 
growth based on techno-scientific innovation 
and unlimited production and consumption 
for all is not only an illusion but a dangerous 
and unreasonable objective. Thus, since we 
need (and wish) to move towards a resource 
saving, low-carbon, just and peaceful world, 
we need the wisdom, the knowledge and the 
will of (empowered) citizens and civil society 
organisations (CSO) to reach these aims.
“CSOs are a valuable resource not only in terms 
of providing data, concrete cases, financial and 
human resources, but also in terms of practical 
know-how or even theoretical knowledge, as 
well as in the formulation of research hypoth-
eses. Their feedback at different stages of re-
search can help researchers adjust and recast 
their work, thus enhancing the validity of the 
outcomes. Societal engagement of these ac-
tors supports a drive towards transdisciplinar-
ity, and towards more relevance of research to 
problems and needs of people. As more and 
more emphasis is put on concepts like “evi-
dence-based policy-making”, research is sup-
posed to become a source for policy-makers 
even more than before. The improvement of 
the relevance and of the validity of the research 
created is a precondition for better informed 
policy-making. Research agendas, and the nar-
ratives that underpin them, should reflect the 
diversity of interests and needs in society.” 1
1 Report on « Participation of civil society or-
ganisations in research »   of the European pro-
ject STACS - Science, technology and civil society 
- Civil Society Organisations, actors in the Europe-
an system of research and innovation, Fondation 
Sciences Citoyennes, 2009
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In a real “knowledge society” (to use the term 
that is put forward at the European level) it 
should be evident that not the knowledge of 
the few but of the most will be necessary to 
move in the right direction. This can only occur 
in a negotiated, complex and long lasting pro-
cess that includes the rethinking and redefini-
tion of values, institutional change and change 
in societal organisation. The active involve-
ment of citizens in research of citizens in re-
search and innovation processes (towards sus-
tainability and ecological transition) will enrich 
both research and democracy, not least be-
cause it calls for the setting of procedures that 
are transparent and for pluralistic knowledge.
“Real and balanced progress can only occur if 
we restore both the clear distinction and the 
constructive dialogue between Good, Technol-
ogy, Truth and Beauty. We need a better and 
different comprehension of nature and socie-
ty, of what research can deliver and what not, 
and of beauty and good in our common life.“ 1
1 Neubauer, C., Calame, M., Redesign pro-
gress now! The use of knowledge for a re-concep-
tualised human progress, in the 5th GUNI (glob-
al university network for innovation) report on 
Knowledge, Engagement and Higher Education: 
Contributing to Social Change, 2014
Things I would like to change 
about how engagement is carried 
out today…
If I were a policy maker I would launch a (never 
ending) “societal engagement and sustainabil-
ity” programme with a significant budget. This 
programme would include trans- and inter-
disciplinary research, and active links to other 
public policy domains would be transversely 
integrated dimensions. The programme would 
mainly intervene on two aspects:
a. solutions for urgent real world problems, 
supporting research and innovation (with 
public engagement where necessary and 
possible) in fields such as energy saving; 
renewable energies; climate change; so-
cial coherence and justice; empowerment 
of local communities; sustainable and lo-
cal food production and fisheries; sustain-
able urban and rural development; sup-
port to SMEs with sustainable production 
schemes. In general it would promote a 
transition towards a low carbon society.
b. transformation processes and reforms in 
the scientific system, notably:
•  a large debate in the scientific community 
on missions, aims, responsibilities, values, 
modes of functioning and new forms of do-
ing research of publicly funded research;
• supporting the creation of universities or 
university departments for transdiscipli-
nary sustainable research, where student 
curricula and research agendas are orient-
ed towards sustainability goals;
• encouragement of universities and re-
search institutions to integrate public 
engagement and service to the commu-
nity in their mandate and in their pro-
grammes; 
• encouragement for high level institutional 
support for scientists who are interested 
in engaging with societal actors;
• support to conduct the evaluation of sci-
entists on a larger basis than solely on 
their contribution to their discipline and 
publications; 
• support for a more open and appropriate 
reward structure for scientists that pro-
motes the creation of career opportunities 
for scientists with transdisciplinary expe-
riences and expertise (e.g. evaluation and 
recognition of graduate studies and PhD 
theses);
• support for the professional mobility of 
researchers from public research institu-
tions to the non-profit sector, for instance 
through Ph.D. and postdoctoral grants 
and fellowships for senior researchers 
who wish to engage in research projects 
with CSOs.
When colleagues approach me with questions 
about engagement I say: 
Researcher and CSOs still rarely interact with 
one other. They work in different worlds, act in
“The active involvement of citizens 
(…) will enrich both research and 
democracy,”
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different ways, speak with different languages, 
and follow different objectives in daily activi-
ties. We should acknowledge these differences 
and make a strength out of them! Working to-
gether implies bridging the gap between these 
two cultures and developing a relationship of 
trust. This demands time and openness. That’s 
why, when people or colleagues approach us 
with questions about how to get started with 
engagement, we should tell them to take time, 
sit together, believe that they can learn from 
others and talk to each other with open minds.
With regard to concrete research projects there 
are number of aspects to consider, from the in-
itial question/s and a commonly shared defini-
tion of the problem/s and the objective/s over 
the use of methods and protocols, the place 
and responsibilities of each partner to the un-
derstanding of the results and their communi-
cation. Each stage is crucial and should not be 
rushed, rather readjusted, if necessary, over 
the course of the project.
If societal engagement in research and innova-
tion appears today in many official discourses 
and programmes, its weight remains marginal 
when it comes to the shaping and orientation 
of research agendas and research projects. 
What is needed here is raising political con-
scientiousness, will and courage to support so-
cietal engagement towards more sustainable 
and more democratic R&I, and an open-mind-
ed and self-reflexive move within the scientific 
community.
Some of the main factors limiting the full use 
of public engagement today include the relent-
less focus on new technologies; the narrow 
framing of the role of research as a purveyor 
of competitiveness in a globalised market; an 
overly narrow definition of scientific excellence; 
and the disciplinary organisation of research. 
Society has much to gain if research funders 
and performers (be they governments at all 
levels, public research agencies, research insti-
tutions or universities) will change this narrow 
approach to, and understanding of, research. 
Societal engagement of civil society actors and 
citizens in research activities would unfold its 
huge transformative potential. It should than 
contribute to relocalise, regionalise and diver-
sify research, bringing it closer to people and 
opening up new strands of work. The recog-
nition of less institutional and “alternative” re-
search also fits with a vision of what democ-
racy is about. Opening up new options can be 
an asset for research and innovation and an 
enrichment not only for the social and demo-
cratic life of our society but also for research 
itself, which remains one of the fundamental 
tools of social transformation.
There is no natural order of society, so we 
have the choice. Our model of society needs 
close scrutiny since “Patterns of power in so-
ciety may thus be seen not only as outcomes, 
but also as determinants of our understand-
ings of progress.” 1 Societal engagement in R&I 
is about reconsidering what kind of society we 
wish to build, how we can guarantee a decent 
life for everybody and for future generations, 
and how we can live in peace with other peo-
ple and with nature.
1 Stirling, A.: Direction, Distribution and Di-
versity! Pluralising Progress in Innovation, Sus-
tainability and Development, STEPS Working Pa-
per 32, Brighton: STEPS Centre, 2009
“Opening up new options can be an 
asset for research and innovation and 
an enrichment not only for the social 
and democratic life of our society but 
also for research itself, which remains 
one of the fundamental tools of social 
transformation.”
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3 Public engagement in R&I
by Sonia Bussu, Henk Mulder, Simon Pfersdorf, Rainer Kuhn, Grace Mbungu and Linda Nierling
3.1 How public engagement is 
changing the relationship between 
science and society
Scientific and technological innovations often 
have important societal, ethical, economic 
and environmental implications with a wide 
range of risks and benefits for individuals, 
public and private interests.
New forms of governance around scientific 
and technological innovations that respond to 
societal needs have emerged as a way to en-
sure that R&I takes account of these multiple 
values and interests in decision making. While 
scientific expert opinions in decision making 
remain crucial, decision makers increasingly 
acknowledge the inherent uncertainty and 
ambiguity of scientific knowledge with regard 
to practical implications. Engage 2020 publica-
tion Public Engagement - Promises, demands 
and fields of practice by Leonhard Hennen 
and Simon Pfersdorf. 
From technocracy to “new con-
tract of science and society”
The shift towards greater societal engagement 
with scientific and technological research and 
innovation has its roots in the 1960s. During 
this time there were, on the one hand, growing 
concerns about negative social and ecological 
impacts of industrialism (see for example Silent
Engage 2020 publication  
Public Engagement
Promises, demands and fields of practice
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
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Spring by Rachel Carsons published in 1962) 
and, on the other hand, increasing awareness 
that science and technology could bring signif-
icant benefits to social welfare. This ‘participa-
tory turn’ (a word coined by Sheila Jasonoff’s in 
an article on citizen participation in governing 
science) was intensified in the 1990s by con-
troversies around ‘Mad Cow Disease’ (BSE) and 
genetic modification (GM) controversies. These 
events led to growing criticism of the manage-
ment of the potential risks of technologies and 
a general mistrust of scientific evidence and 
policy making. Today a ‘dialogue model’ ap-
proach is becoming more prominent; this ac-
knowledges that decision making on science 
can benefit from public views to respond bet-
ter to societal needs and values. It is no longer 
about merely communicating scientific knowl-
edge, but rather about what has been called 
“co-production of knowledge” and cooperative 
forms of governance involving a range of soci-
etal actors.
3.2 Public engagement and EU  
policy making in the eu
The Directorate-General of the European 
Commission is determined to bridge the gap 
between the scientific community and wider 
society. A new focus on Responsible Research 
and Innovation (RRI) guides research towards 
societal needs and advocates the use of pub-
lic engagement (PE) as a new way of promot-
ing co-operation between scientists and re-
searchers, policy makers and a wide variety of 
societal actors. The need to gear R&I towards 
societal needs is reflected in many high-level 
policy, strategy and programme documents 
such as the Europe 2020 strategy (2010) and 
the Horizon 2020 Framework Proposal (2011). 
The Lund Declaration (2009) and the Social Di-
mensions of European Research Area (2010) 
also highlight the importance of addressing 
societal needs and ethical questions in R&I.
The Lund declaration (2009) calls for “a new 
deal among European institutions and Mem-
ber States, in which European and national 
instruments are well aligned and cooperation 
builds on transparency and trust.” It says “The 
identification of the Grand Challenges must en-
gage the major stakeholders including the Euro-
pean Institutions, business, public services, NGOs 
and the research community”
European research must focus on the Grand 
Challenges of our time, from global warming to 
tightening supplies of energy, water and food, 
to ageing societies and public health pandem-
ics and security. The 2014 Rome Declaration 
states that “early and continuous engagement 
of all stakeholders is essential for sustainable, 
desirable and acceptable innovation”. 
3.3 What is Responsible Research 
and Innovation (RRI)? 
RRI is a key element of the new European Re-
search Policy, which seeks to foster uptake of
Sheila Jasonoff’s article
Citizen participation in governing science.
Responsible Research and  
Innovation 
Europe’s ability to respond to societal 
challenges
The Social Dimensions of European 
Research Area
The Lund Declaration (2009)
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
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the RRI by stakeholders and institutions and 
a crosscutting theme in Horizon 2020. RRI is 
based on the following principles:
• Inclusive - Involve diverse stakeholders (us-
ers, NGOs, etc.) in R&I processes.
• Anticipatory - Researchers and innovators 
are asked to include new perspectives 
in R&I, agendas for risk assessment and 
management.
• Reflexive - Researchers and innovators 
are asked to think about their own ethical 
assumptions and their role and responsi-
bilities in public dialogue. 
• Responsive - Flexibility and capacity to 
change R&I processes according to public 
values.
Public engagement is at the heart of all RRI 
principles. Engage 2020 aims to contribute to 
embedding RRI across all areas of science and 
technology R&I by mapping existing societal 
engagement with a focus on how and why citi-
zens, stakeholders, CSOs and other actors can 
be engaged in research processes and high-
lighting how practices could be improved in 
the future. Engage 2020 also seeks to increase 
engagement practice by inspiring researchers, 
policy makers and other interested parties to 
connect science and society.
Want to know more?
Engage2020 resources:
http://engage2020.eu/results-description/
Horizon 2020 Framework Programme:
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/
en/what-horizon-2020 
Key mile stones for Science and 
Society in Europe
What are ‘The Grand Challenges’?
The Rome Declaration (2014)
Policy brief 1:
Policies and Activities Supporting Societal 
Engagement in Research and Innovation
Report:
Tools and instruments for a better societal 
engagement in “Horizon 2020″
Engage 2020 Action catalogue
An online method tool that lets you find 
the exact method you are searching for
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
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4 Who is the “public”?
by Edward Andersson, Marie Louise Jørgensen, Gy Larsen, Jako Jellema and Sonia Bussu
Public engagement processes can be differen-
tiated according to the actors involved: stake-
holders, afflicted interest groups, non-involved 
citizens, or the public at large. 
There are different forms or objectives of en-
gagement processes such as exploring public 
attitudes for decision making, mediation and 
conflict resolution, joint problem solving, mu-
tual learning and co-design and production. 
The role and type of engaged actors might dif-
fer depending on the format and institution-
al context: from gauging local knowledge, to 
functioning as a neutral jury on contested is-
sues, to being a partner in planning and shap-
ing innovation processes and setting the re-
search agenda.
4.1 Involving civil society
Civil society organizations (CSOs) have played 
an increasing role in decision making since 
the 1960s, when citizens started to mobilise 
around environmental issues such as nuclear 
energy and pollution. Since then, new forms 
of governance have emerged, which involve 
co-operative and transdisciplinary ways of 
working. Areas of cooperation between CSOs
CSOs in R&I: benefits and  
challenges:







and scientists include: health; sustainabili-
ty and environmental safety; water manage-
ment; mining; energy; forestry and agriculture. 
Link to Case Studies, chapter 8.
CSOs can participate in all steps of a research 
project from initiating a project, to dissem in-
ation and outreach activities; they can give 
research projects orientation from the outset 
and can also be part of the research process. 
They provide decision-makers with informa-
tion about societal needs and expectations. 
They review research proposals and ongoing 
projects and can have influence on defining 
specific research programmes. They also par-
ticipate in the decision making process on the 
regulation of scientific applications. However, 
in terms of R&I policy making and programme 
definition in general the influence of CSOs ap-
pears to be rather marginal and the direct in-
volvement of CSOs on project definition and 
research execution level is limited to the medi-
cal and health sector, outside of Science shops. 
4.2 Engaging citizens 
Citizens can be involved in a number of ways, 
depending on the purpose of engagement (link 
to section 5.1.), from crowdsourcing ideas or 
gathering data for science projects to offering 
informed public opinions that can shape up-
stream governance of new science and tech-
nologies.  Citizen engagement can help shape 
the research process and could inform the di-
rection of new developments in science and 
technology so that they responds better to so-
ciety’s needs and values.
There is also a strong argument that citizens 
should be involved in R&I in their capacity as 
tax payers, with a democratic right to shape 
how their investment is spent.  
Citizens are members of a community or so-
ciety and therefore are by definition in a rela-
tively enduring relationship with their commu-
nity by virtue of the rights and responsibilities 
that bind them in.  Under a an instrumentalist 
perspective, to focus merely on a consumer 
approach to engagement fails to address the 
mounting levels of public distrust in a number 
of institutions, as well as emerging ethical is-
sues linked to new developments in science 
and technology and their impact on society. 
These issues require a balance between con-
sumer and citizen interests and demand some 
rethinking of the relationship with the public, 
focusing more on two-way communication, 
public discussion and positive engagement. 
4.3 Involving consumers 
and end-users 
Modern economies (with rapidly developing 
technologies and changing markets) demand 
that industries respond to the expectations and 
needs of consumers and users in order to be 
economically successful. ‘Users’ are individuals 
who have specific knowledge about a context 
or the application of a product. They are every-
day experts in the application of technologies 
to their every-day lives. Individual end-users 
are involved because of their practical, contex-
tual or implicit knowledge and their potential 
expectations towards the improvement of a 
product or a situation.
Engagement of users in R&I is most relevant 
for product development or product improve-
ment – more on the innovation than the re-
search side of R&I. In R&I user involvement 
takes place in fields such as computer science, 
medical research, social science engineering, 
mathematics and business. User involvement 
is also popular within commercial settings such 
as software design and web development, and 
all kinds of consumer product development.
Most user involvement is organised and led by 
scientific or technological experts. However, 
users can also initiate innovation processes, 
and recent developments such as the so called 
Fablabs offer the opportunity for users to be-
come producers themselves.
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User involvement has many benefits, as it can 
• decrease development costs;
• reduce marketing costs;
• accelerate diffusion.
User involvement also reduces uncertainty by 
providing developers with a more reliable pic-
ture of user demands and needs. 
It can involve different stages.
• In the understanding phase (1), design-
ers need to learn about the needs of the 
end-user groups and to what extent these 
go beyond the state-of-the-art technology. 
• In the conceptualization phase (2), the 
target group is more focused, developers 
and users brainstorm ideas about how to 
address the identified needs and identify 
best practice cases.
• Finally, in the testing phase (3), the prod-
uct is checked, evaluated and, if needed, 
improved. After that, the business model-
ling should explore the market conditions 
for the innovation.
4.4 Employee engagement 
in the field of workplace 
innovation
Engagement of employees in management and 
organisation of work processes is nowadays 
widely referred to as “workplace innovation”. 
This involves employees carrying out human, 
organisational and technological innovation. 
Innovations in the workplace reflect attempts 
to move from hierarchical and rigid types of 
organisation towards more collaborative and 
flexible structures where teams and/or individ-
ual workers contribute new ideas and practice.
The issue of how much right the workforce 
should have to be involved in decision mak-
ing about work processes is as old an issue as 
is industrial capitalism. Increasingly evolving 
economies and social change mean that in-
dustrial workplace structures do not fit with 
the demands, expectations and preferences 
of the 21st century workforce. Today a level of 
‘Industrial democracy’ is achieved for example 
through shop stewards committees and rep-
resentation of worker interests by trade un-
ions.  
Attempts to improve working conditions and 
organise work in an economically effective way 
and according to employees’ demands and 
needs has found much support within the EU, 
which launched the European Workplace Inno-
vation network (EUWIN).
Involving people as employees can mean more 
sustained engagement than with a more exter-
nal group. 
Want to know more?










Public Engagement in the  
Workplace:
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5.1 Why: start with the 
purpose of engaging
When deciding to open up an engagement 
process, it is important to have a clear pur-
pose, which will inform when (or at what stage 
of the research cycle) and how (what methods 
are best suited) to engage. Of course one can-
not be prescriptive and often a mix of stake-
holders and creative use of methods might be 
required .
Having a clear understanding of why you want 
to engage with the public is a first crucial step 
and will affect what type and numbers of pub-
lic(s) you should involve. 
The mechanisms of participation should be 
calibrated along a spectrum of inclusiveness 
depending on the scope of participation. Do 
you plan to involve citizens to:
• Gauge public opinions on a particular sci-
ence project/ issues and/ or new technol-
ogy?
• Assess a new technological application?
• Help researchers gather data for a given 
project?
• Have a broadly representative sample of 
people make judgments and or decisions 
which might inform policy making?
• Get the public and experts (e.g. research-
ers; policy makers) to collaborate to 
co-create knowledge and co-produce in-
novation?
5 Engaging the public in R&I:  
why, when, & how 
by Edward Andersson, Henk Mulder, Rainer Kuhn, Zoya Damianova and Sonia Bussu
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Haklay’s typology can help visualize this dis-
tinctions. 
Level 4 “Extreme Citizen Science”
• Collaborative science - problem definition, 
data collection and analysis
Level 3 “Participatory science”
• Participation in problem definition and 
data collection
Level 2 “Distributed Intelligence”





Table : Participatory levels of citizen science (Hak-
lay 2012, taken from Science Communication Unit 
2013)
Whereas crowdsourcing, submissions, hear-
ings, or opinion surveys can offer a compre-
hensive range of responses, deliberative polls, 
citizen juries and public dialogues can help 
researchers and policy makers gain more in-
formed responses that can shape decisions. 
The scale and scope of the research project 
will also influence the method of public en-
gagement. Who is affected and by which de-
gree? These considerations will impact on what 
groups or representatives of individuals should 
be involved in participatory mechanisms. Giv-
ing a variety of methods will obviously lead to 
a greater variety of people responding. 
For instance, involving affected publics through 
purposeful selection (e.g., patients/ carers) 
might be more conducive to co-production of 
new solutions and co-creation of knowledge 
around a specific issue.  Focus groups and 
citizen panels can be more representative of 
the community and inclusive of marginalised 
groups.
5.1.1 Technology Assessment 
Technology Assessment (TA) is an approach 
used to study and evaluate new technologies. 
It is based on the idea that new scientific and 
technological developments are relevant to 
wider society and that developments are nev-
er free of ethical implications. TA aims to deliv-
er a complex, comprehensive, open and trans-
parent assessment of possible (positive as well 
as negative) effects of new technological and 
scientific developments. It takes into account 
different scientific perspectives and a broad 
range of values and interests held by different 
groups in society. It seeks to support society, 
politics and science in dealing with uncertainty 
in a pragmatic, rational and democratic way. 
Different levels of Engagement:
More on Technology Assessment:
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5.2 When and how?  
understanding the  
research cycle and what 
methods work best at  
different stages
We have identified four different levels of the 
research and innovation process: policy forma-
tion, programme development, project defini-
tion and research and innovation activities.
Public engagement is possible at all stages of 
the research cycle, but different considera-
tions should be made at each stage over how 
and which public to engage, so as to maximize 
the impact of engagement.
Many specific methods of public and societal 
engagement have been developed to facili-
tate citizen participation in R&I.  There are also 
growing efforts to develop web based or other 
digital engagement tools. A fuller list of meth-
ods can be found at www.actioncatalogue.eu/.
5.2.1 Policy formation
Policy formation refers to setting the condi-
tions for R&I activities. These include develop-
ing funding policies and financial instruments 
for research programmes; rules and instru-
ments on responsible R&I, etc. 
Two examples of engagement methods at this 
stage are the Consensus Conference and The 
World Wide Views concept. 
The consensus conference  is a method de-
signed by the Danish Board of Technology in 
1980s and is one of the earliest attempts to 
include the input of ordinary citizens on deci-
sion-making. The purpose of consensus con-
ferences is “to qualify people’s attitudes, inas-
much as they are given all the information they 
require until they are ready to assess a given 
technology.” Consensus conferences work 
well to assess technologies with clear ethical 
and societal implications. Where issues are 
value-laden the public’s expertise can be most 
important to assess regulatory requirements, 
to ensure the technology responds to societal 
values. 
The World Wide Views method, developed 
by the Danish Board of Technology and oth-
er partners in the World Wide Views Alliance, 
allows for multiple sites debate on the same 
day over the same policy related questions on 
a given issue – see case study in the next sec-
tion.(Link to Chapter 6 Case studies.)
Engage2020
Tools and instruments for a better societal 
engagement in “Horizon 2020” 
Deliverable 3.1 - Report on Current Praxis 
of Policies and Activities Supporting Societal 
Engagement in Research and Innovation
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Programme development is the process of de-
fining the content and the calls in R&I research 
programmes. This process generally involves 
member state representatives (for Europe-
an research), programme committees, the 
research community, through different plat-
forms and hearing processes.
At this level civil society and citizens are hardly 
ever involved, although there exist examples of 
less structured engagement, through on-line 
hearings and calls for ideas.  There are grow-
ing efforts to involve the public in the defini-
tion of programmes, for instance through di-
rect involvement of CSOs and affected groups 
depending on the different policy areas (e.g., 
patients, educators, etc.) or larger constituen-
cies of concerned groups (e.g., environmental 
or social NGOs).  In section 5.3 you’ll find a few 
cases of direct citizen involvement in formulat-
ing visions for research programmes (Link to 
CIVISTI). 
5.2.3 Project definition
CSOs, affected people, employees, etc. can be 
involved in shaping the research question and 
the focus of a research or innovation project 
to ensure it is relevant for the local community 
and responds to societal needs and values. 
Examples of engagement at this level include 
participatory research approaches and meth-
ods such as Science Shops . The scope of this 
type of engagement could be for example to 
ensure up-stream involvement of relevant so-
cietal groups.
5.2.4 Research and innovation 
activities
As well as helping to raise citizens’ awareness 
of research and innovation, engaging society 
directly in the research and innovation activi-
ties may help researchers collect new empiri-
cal data); improve the relevance and the imple-
mentation of research and innovation results 
(for example through Science Shop related ac-
tivities). It can also help citizens and civil socie-
ty stakeholders co-create new knowledge and 
co-design and produce innovation.
An interesting Danish development around 
public engagement on S&T is the so-called 
MindLab (LINK to box), based on the concept 
of the Living Laboratory, which integrates con-
current research and innovation processes 
within a public-private-people partnership op-
erating at a local level (the so-called Public-Pri-
vate-People Partnership). Living Labs involve 
user communities, as observed subjects and 
as a source of innovation to co-create knowl-
edge (also see FabLab in Chapter 4. Section 4.3 
– engaging users).
Community-Based Participatory 














5.2.5 A few examples
This sections offers a few examples of how 
the engagement purpose might determine 
when and how to engage people. However, 
this shouldn’t be understood as a prescriptive 
guide: different methods might be combined 
and/ or used at different points of the research 
cycle.
5.3 A a typology of participatory 
methods for R&I 
Based on the four dimension described above 
we have developed a typology of involvement 
categories, which takes  account of the role 
of the research organisation and the type of 
participatory process; the initiative for the en-
gagement process shifts from the researchers 
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5.4 Online and offline 
methods
We are currently living through a dramatic time 
of technological and social change, brought on 
by the rapid development in information and 
communication technologies. These new de-
velopments which have radically reduced the 
cost and resource requirements of communi-
cating, creating, copying and sharing informa-
tion. This is having dramatic impacts also on 
engagement. There are a lot of hopes pinned 
to digital technologies making engagement 
cheaper, faster and more widespread. There 
are also many practitioners who feel that its 
impact is likely to be less than many hope for. 
There is a lively and ongoing debate about the 
role of digital technology in public engage-
ment, at different point in the research and 
policy process. 
Online methods have been criticised by a num-
ber of engagement practitioners for lacking in 
deliberative quality or being unable to provide 
a representative selection of overall society 
(the digital divide argument). On the other hand 
some engagement practitioners have incorpo-
rated digital and online tools into their work 
(see for example the work of AmericaSpeaks). 
There are also growing attempts at replicating 
the deliberative experience in an online only 
format. Link to Chapter 6 Case studies.
Perhaps to turn the question of digital tech-
nology in engagement into an “either or” is 
unhelpful. It is clear that digital technology will 
play a role in the future; and rather than asking 
if it will replace existing forms of engagement 
it is more fruitful to ask ourselves how digital 
developments could enhance what we already 
have.
While it will become increasingly possible to 
run engagement processes from start to finish 
online, there are a number of reasons why this 
may not become widespread:
• It might not necessarily be cheaper and 
there are added challenges of maintaining 
the engagement and focus of participants;
• Although software tools have been devel-
oped to facilitate online deliberation dis-
cussions, the quality of face-to-face com-
munication and interaction still remains 
much higher. 
 
Some of the most valuable uses of digital 
technology are likely to come from the 
combination of online and face to face 
engagement. 
 
There are some areas where digital meth-
ods have advantages over face to face 
methods:
• Asynchronous conversations – partici-
pants can take part in conversations when 
it suits them. 
• Dispersed conversations – Participants 
can take part over great distances. 
• Instant conversations –Participants can 
converse directly with one and other and 
do not necessarily need an intermediary.
• Anonymity – for cases where participants 
might normally be reluctant to speak free-
ly digital techniques provide one option. 
• Digital information – since the information 
gathered and created is digital it can be 
indexed and searched. 
Link to chapter 8.3
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Public Engagement Methods and Tools:
http://engage2020.eu/media/D3-2-Public-
Engagement-Methods-and-Tools-3.pdf
Report on Current Praxis of Policies and Ac-
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6.1 Why: start with the 
purpose of engaging
This section offers a number of case studies 
that demonstrate how citizen engagement in 
R&I can happen at various stages of the re-
search cycle. These case studies cover differ-
ent policy areas, each in relation to one of the 
seven Grand Societal Challenges: 
1. health and demographic change
2. food security and sustainable agriculture
3. clean and efficient energy
4. green transport
5. climate change and resource efficiency
6. inclusive and innovative societies
7. security.
6 Engaging the public in R&I:  
why, when, & how 
by Sonia Bussu, Blagovesta Chonkova, Desislava Asenova and Henk Mulder
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What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
In order to tackle one of today’s greatest chal-
lenges – climate change – European societies 
need to make policy choices on improving the 
sustainability of European economies and pro-
tecting the environment. Policy choices, how-
ever, are closely linked to the choices that indi-
viduals make in their everyday life and to the 
level of interference into citizens’ consumption 
choices that would be acceptable to them. In-
volving citizens into policy formulation over 
Grand Societal Challenges, namely “Climate 
action, environment, resource efficiency and 
raw materials”, and in particular the topic of 
sustainable consumption is therefore essen-
tial to make sure policies respond to citizens’ 
perspectives and needs. This, on the one hand, 
increases the democratic base of policy mak-
ing processes; on the other, it improves the 
acceptability and effectiveness of the imple-
mented policies. 
These were among the major considerations 
that informed the choice of consortium of part-
ners in the PACITA project to use the method 
World Wide Views on the topic of sustainable 
consumption, involving 11 European countries 
and over 1000 citizens. 
Applying the method
The method World Wide Views (WWV), which 
in this case was referred to as European Wide 
Views (EWV), as only European countries were 
involved in its application, was used to engage 
European citizens in simultaneous debates on 
the issue of sustainable consumption with the 
aim of providing policy advice to politicians 
and policy-makers on the EU (and possibly na-
tional) level. 






European Wide Views on Sustainable Consumption
On 25 October 2014, 11 European countries took part in a EU-funded mul-
ti-site deliberative process to discuss sustainable consumption, as part of 
the PACITA project. The process involved more than 1000 European citizens. 
It was based on a method developed by the Danish Board of Technology, 
called World Wide Views. The rationale was to demonstrate the potential of 
societal engagement on issues related to science and technology policy and 
to inform EU-wide policy making on the topic of sustainable consumption.




Citizen consultations were held on 25 October 
2014, in Austria, Belgium (Wallonia), Bulgaria, 
Denmark, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Ire-
land, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Portugal and 
Spain (Catalonia). As the EWV method was ap-
plied as part of the PACITA project, it involved 
only partners from the PACITA consortium. The 
number of participants in the 11 countries was 
around 1030 lay persons. The participating citi-
zens were of different age, gender, settlement, 
education, and occupation in order to repre-
sent the diversity of views among European 
citizens. Participants were selected following 
two main criteria: 
i. participants need to be lay people with no 
prior expertise in the field of sustainable 
consumption; 
ii. they should reflect the demographic diver-
sity of the respective country. 
The consultations in each country followed the 
same agenda and consisted of four thematic 
sessions, each focused on a different aspect of 
sustainable consumption: 
iii. i) introduction to the concept of sustaina-
ble consumption;
iv. shifting consumption towards sustaina-
bility; 
v. reducing consumption; and iv) reducing 
waste. Each session started with an infor-
mation video after which participants dis-
cussed the questions in groups of 8-9 peo-
ple. The group discussions were facilitated 
by a trained moderator. Following about a 
45-minute-discussion on each theme par-
ticipants were given a questionnaire sheet 
and were asked to vote on questions re-
lated to the specific theme. The question-
naire was prepared in advance by the or-
ganisers and aimed to gather the views of 
the involved citizens, which served as the 
basis for the analytical policy report (see 
Section Results and Impacts). Before and 
during the meeting, citizens were provided 
with information materials – information 
booklet and short videos – which present-
ed the topic of discussion in an accessible 
way, in order to introduce citizens to the 
topic and prepare them to participate in 
the debates and make informed decisions. 
The votes from each session were collected 
and reported online; they were immediate-
ly made publicly accessible on the project’s 
website for review and comparison.
Preparation phase
Considering the complexity of the method, 
careful planning and implementation in the 
preparation phase is essential. In particular, 
the recruitment process, described above, can 
be complex and expensive.
A crucial part of the preparation phase is the 
development of the information pack and the 
formulation of the survey questions. Relevant 
stakeholders, such as representatives of the 
European Parlia-
ment and the Euro-
pean Commission, 
were involved at 
this stage to identi-
fy the most impor-
tant aspects on the 
topic of sustainable 
consumption and 
incorporate these in 
the information material and questionnaire. A 
special web tool was developed and used to 
keep track of the results from the voting on the 
questionnaire by the participating citizens. 
Considering that not all partners have had pre-
vious experience with the method, a one-day 
training took place a few months prior to the 
citizen consultation, which aimed to improve 
organisers’ understanding of the method and 
help them prepare and implement the meth-
od. 




The main output of the citizen consultations 
was a policy report containing nine policy rec-
ommendations over sustainable consumption. 
The report was based on the results of the vot-
ing as well as the notes from the discussions at 
a few tables. The results were discussed by a 
working group from the consortium at a policy 
workshop in Copen-
hagen shortly after 
the citizen consulta-
tions took place. The 
policy report was 
presented to repre-
sentatives of the Eu-
ropean institutions 
and other interested 
stakeholders in March 
2015 in Brussels. 
Some of the major benefits from applying this 
specific engagement method are: 
i. The method’s application contributed to 
raising public awareness on the specific 
topic of sustainable consumption among 
citizens across Europe. The method’s for-
mat and the engagement of citizens in 
small group discussions on the different 
aspects of sustainable consumption can 
foster greater knowledge and improve cit-
izens’ understanding compared to what 
achieved using traditional educational ma-
terials and information campaigns. 
ii. The engagement process can help policy 
maker have a better understanding of citi-
zens’ views and can help inform better pol-
icy making that responds to societal needs 
and values.
iii. The overall feedback from the organisers 
in all countries was that citizens were eager 
to participate in the discussions and many 
expressed their willingness to participate 
in such engagement activities in the future. 
Sharing their experiences with their fami-
lies and friends, these citizens would serve 
as ambassadors of public engagement.
iv. The organisers of the citizen consulta-
tions in the different countries gained val-
uable experience and skills in applying the 
method, engaging citizens in policy making 
and developing policy recommendations. 
The involved organisations built capacity 
in public engagement activities, which they 
can use in the future. 
Policy Report 





WWV on global warming:
http://wwviews.org/




Citizen Vision on Science, Technology and Innovation (CIVISTI)
Between 2009 and 2011 a consortium of partners from seven EU countries developed and 
tested a new approach for citizen participation in research agenda setting. National-level 
consultation panels were organised where participants could share their needs, concerns and 
visions for the future. These were “translated” into EU-relevant policy options and research 
priorities in the field of R&I, with the help of relevant experts. This newly developed participa-
tory method made a unique contribution to the field of foresight as it gave citizens the oppor-
tunity to influence long-term programme development of science and technology.
Source: www.civisti.org
What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
The rapid changes occurring in today’s glo-
balised world (e.g. from technological develop-
ment to migration and the formation of mul-
ti-cultural societies, to the depletion of natural 
resources and climate change) often translate 
into complex crises and uncertainties which 
need addressing. Science plays a key role in 
this respect. In order to align scientific research 
with societal values, needs and concerns, and 
move closer to solving the grand societal chal-
lenges, citizens should be involved in the de-
velopment of R&I programmes and research 
agenda setting. 
With the aim to assist European decision-mak-
ers in the process of identifying new, emerging 
topics for EU research policy and programme 
development, a consortium of partners from 
across Europe worked on the development of 
a new engagement method in order to facil-
itate the inclusion of European citizens’ per-
spectives in this process. 
With the launch of the Horizon2020 pro-
gramme, the European Commission strength-
ened its approach of bringing science closer to 
society, to address the societal challenges of 
today. 
Applying the method
The project CIVISTI was a “learning-by-doing” 
project as the methodology of the CIVISTI 
method was developed and used for the first 
time within the project. 
The CIVISTI project’s specific objectives includ-
ed
i. consult national citizen panels through an 
informed deliberation process, focusing on 
citizens’ long term visions, needs and con-
cerns




What is the CIVISTI method?
56
ii. develop criteria for transformation of the 
visions into relevant areas for future sci-
ence, technology and innovation activities; 
iii. apply the criteria through stakeholder 
and expert participation processes, an-
alyse citizens’ visions and transforming 
them into possible priorities for research 
programmes; 
iv. validate and develop the priorities 
through a second round of citizen consul-
tations. 
CIVISTI consisted of three major phases. Prior 
to the event, information materials were dis-
tributed in order to set the ground by inspiring 
the citizens to think about the future.
During the first phase, seven national-level cit-
izen consultation panels were held between 
May and June 2009 in the seven partner coun-
tries: Austria, Belgium (Flanders), Bulgaria, 
Denmark, Finland, Hungary, and Malta. The 
participants in the panels (approximately 25 
people per panel) were selected to be of dif-
ferent age, education and occupation in order 
to ensure diversity of views. During the con-
sultations the citizens were asked to describe 
their vision of the future. They were divided 
into several small groups of 5-6 people and 
discussed their dreams and concerns for the 
future 30-40 years, including personal, nation-
al, European and global level issues. 
Each national panel resulted in a list of visions 
for the future as perceived by the participating 
citizens in the respective country. The visions 
formulated in the seven participating coun-
tries were presented in individual country-spe-
cific visions catalogues. These were later sum-
marised in a content analysis report detailing 
thematic content across 37 topics, e.g. ageing, 
environmental awareness, genetics, health-
care and medical services, ICT, automation and 
artificial intelligence, and smart materials. The 
visions catalogues and the content analysis re-
port served as the basis for the second phase 
of the method’s implementation, namely the 
formulation of recommendations for research 
agenda themes and policy options for Euro-
pean research and innovation. A two-day ex-
pert workshop took place in Sofia in June 2010, 
where a final list of 30 recommendations was 
prepared. 
The third phase consisted of a second round 
of the national panels, involving the same peo-
ple as in the first consultation, to validate and 
prioritise the recommendations formulated by 
the experts. At the end, a final policy report, 
encompassing topics of relevance to future 
European science and technology, was devel-
oped and presented to the relevant national 
and EU-level policy makers at a Policy Work-
shop in Brussels in January 2011. 
Results and impacts
As a result of the project’s implementation, 
the consortium partners identified new and 
emerging issues in the European R&I field 
from the viewpoint of the European citizens 
and formulated policy options of relevance to 
future European research policy. The main as-
piration of the project was to consult European 
decision-makers in the process of the develop-
ment of Horizon2020 Framework Programme 
for Research and Innovation and defining its 
priority areas. Bringing citizens’ perspectives 
in the development of the European research 
agenda is a major endeavour which can bring 
science closer to solving the great societal chal-
lenges of today.  
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The other major contribution of the project was 
the development of an innovative participatory 
methodology which builds on the interplay of 
foresight and participatory technology assess-
ment, involving citizens in a cost-effective way. 
The method allows for mediation between rel-
evant interest groups such as citizens, experts, 
and policy-makers, taking a more holistic ap-
proach to policy formulation and programme 
development in the area of R&I. Thus, the fo-
cus on citizen inclusion, by taking the demand 
side in science and technological development 
as a starting point (i.e. the needs and trends 
of society and societal development), can help 
address the democratic deficit in the EU deci-
sion-making processes in the field of science, 
technology and innovation. 
The CIVISTI project further contributed to the 
expansion of the European foresight capacity. 
New European actors were involved in fore-
sight activities and contributed to building ca-
pacity on foresight. The involved institutions 
and researchers gained valuable insights and 
experience with applying engagement meth-
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European Voices for Active Ageing (EVAA) – World Café
In 2012, around 700 adults aged 50-95 took part in participatory dialogues conducted as thematic cafés in 
six European countries – Germany, France, Great Britain, Italy, Spain and the Czech Republic. The meetings 
were held as part of the international project “European Voices for Active Ageing” (EVAA), the major objec-
tive of which was to improve the engagement of adults aged 50+ in public discussions on active ageing. 
By applying the World Café engagement method, consortium partners aimed to provide a platform for a 
participative and intercultural dialogue concerning the theme of active ageing. 
Source: Final Report of European Voices for Active Ageing
What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
Ageing societies is a pressing issue on the 
agenda of today’s Europe. By 2050 the number 
of elderly Europeans is expected to increase 
almost two times, which will affect policy-mak-
ing processes, business opportunities and Eu-
ropean societies at large for decades to come. 
In order to cope with the challenge of ageing 
societies and to ensure the wellbeing of elder-
ly adults (thus, addressing one of the Grand 
Societal Challenges formulated by the Europe-
an Commission, namely “Health, demograph-
ic change and wellbeing”), their voices need to 
be heard in the process of policy formulation. 
Meetings with elderly people were held in six 
European countries, organised as part of the 
“European Year of Active Ageing and Solidari-
ty between Generations 2012”. The meetings 
aimed to foster a sense of community among 
the participants and promote pan-European 
thinking, as well as to provide a platform for 
participative and intercultural dialogues con-
cerning active ageing. Participants could share 
personal experiences and ideas related to ac-
tive ageing, as well as formulate innovative 
solutions for it. 
Applying the method 
During the project’s lifetime, six meetings were 
held in 6 different countries and cities, name-
ly Bilbao, Bonn, Prague, London, Bologna and 
Strasbourg, in order to better reflect European 
cultural diversity. Around 100 participants took 
part in each meeting. The topics discussed in-
cluded social Innovation and the role of adults 
aged 50+, civic engagement of adults aged 50+, 
changing the perception of ageing, and doing 
physical activities. 
Facts about the  
Engagement method
URL: http://www.worldcafe.eu...
What is EVAA? 
What is World Café? 
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The meetings followed the same agenda. All 
venues were provided with round tables and 
chairs so as to recreate the atmosphere of a 
café. People were divided into small groups. 
The meetings consisted of four rounds of con-
versation with each lasting around 20 minutes. 
After the first round each person moved to an-
other table with only one person staying on 
the same table in order to share what was dis-
cussed during the previous round. At the end, 
participants were invited to share their results, 
which were also presented visually on graphic 
recordings involving capturing of people’s ide-
as and expressions in words, images and col-
ours. 
Results and impacts 
As a result of the meetings, many ideas and 
innovative recommendations related to issues 
that matter to older Europeans emerged. They 
were presented to policy-makers at local, na-
tional and European level. The project further 
contributed to empowering the elderly by ac-
tively involving them in both the conceptual 
development and hosting of the World Café 
meetings, providing them with opportunities 
for personal leadership development and life-
long learning. Participants’ feedback also con-
tributed to developing more advanced coach-
ing workshops and establishing a network of 
experienced and motivated elderly adults to 
create meaningful and effective dialogues 
about issues across Europe that are of inter-
est to them. Inspired from the positive results 
of the meetings, World Café Europe developed 
an “Active Citizens Engagement” (ACE) net-
work, which provides interested citizens the 
opportunity to make a contribution to positive-
ly changing the perception of ageing. 
Final Report 
European Voices for Active Ageing (EVAA)
Source: Final Report of European Voices for Active Ageing




INPROFOOD – Open Space Conference
A conference was held in November 2013 in Brussels as part of the INPROFOOD project. Around 70 experts 
and stakeholders from all across Europe and the world spent a day discussing the future of research in the 
area of food and health. The conference was based on the Open Space Technology with the participants de-
veloping their own agenda according to their areas of interest and expertise. The aim of the conference was 
to facilitate networking across countries and actor-groups in the field of food and health related techno-sci-
ence, to share insights and experiences, and to initiate new partnerships and identify new relevant topics for 
research in food and health.Source: INPROFOOD Book of proceedings
What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
Due to the increases in obesity and diet-re-
lated chronic diseases (such as diabetes and 
cardiovascular diseases) in the EU, member 
states have recognised food and health as a 
key policy and research priority. These issues 
have also been listed among the Grand Soci-
etal Challenges in the research agenda of the 
European Commission for the programming 
period 2014-2020. 
Societal patterns in food consumption and 
their effects on the health of individuals are 
determined by a multitude of interrelated and 
complex factors. A dialogue among research 
institutions, industry and civil society is there-
fore required, if we want to make a transition 
towards more sustainable food consumption 
and attain a reliable and socially robust vision 
of how technological innovations and innova-
tive social measures could contribute to deal-
ing with food-related health issues. 
The efforts of policy makers across the EU to 
increase the public awareness on these issues 
have not led to significant changes in the food 
purchases and food consumption in the EU 
member states. Innovative approaches based 
on shared understanding of the problem and 
collaboration in policy, practice and research 
are required in order to give impetus to health-
ier eating and living. The INPROFOOD project 
aimed to contribute to this ambitious task via 
conducting various national and EU level en-
gagement activities that encourage dialogue 
and mutual learning between the various 
stakeholders in the field, i.e. the industry, aca-
demia, civil society and policy-makers. One of 
the project’s key initiatives was the implemen-
tation of the ‘Open Space Technology’ engage 
ment method, which encouraged the partici-
pating stakeholders to share their perspectives 
Facts about the  
Engagement method
URL: http://www.inprofood.eu/
What is INPROFOOD? 
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and preferences in regard to various aspects 
of food and health. The method’s application 
allowed for the collection of qualitative data in 
a short time, such as which topics are of great-
est interest to the stakeholders and what the 
positions of the participating stakeholders are. 
Applying the method1  
On 15th November 2013, around 70 partici-
pants from 18 countries gathered together at 
a one-day conference in Brussels to discuss 
how to shape the future of research in food 
and health. The participants came from all rel-
evant sectors and stakeholder groups, includ-
ing representatives of industry associations, 
companies from the food production sector, 
scientists, public authorities, and NGOs work-
ing in the field of food and health. The confer-
ence aimed to develop new topics for future 
research across countries and stakeholder 
groups in the field of food and health related 
techno-science, to allow participants to share 
insights and experiences and, thus, encourage 
mutual learning and to facilitate the formation 
of new partnerships. 
The event commenced with all the partici-
pants sitting in a circle with the main facilita-
tor standing in the middle of the room. At the 
beginning, the facilitator introduced the theme 
of the conference and explained the format of 
1 A podcast from the Open space conference 
can be found here.
the event, as well as the rules to be followed 
during the day. One of the specific features of 
Open Space Technology conferences is that 
the agenda setting, the facilitating of group dis-
cussions, and reporting are all in the hands of 
the participants. The time-slots for the group 
discussions were also specified. 
The next phase of the method’s application 
was ‘agenda setting’. The participants were 
invited to suggest topics related to food and 
health according to their interests and exper-
tise. These suggestions were written down on 
a piece of paper and pinned on the bulletin 
board in the room. After a number of sugges-
tions were made, the rest of the participants 
could enlist themselves in the group discus-
sions which they prefer. At the end, the agen-
da was set with 18 workshops. 
The workshops covered different themes re-
lated to food and health, including “Why do we 
eat what we eat?”, “Vegetarianism & Health”,
What is open space technology?
What to know more?
Information on the method, please, see our 
fact sheet:
information on the pros and cons of the
method:Source: INPROFOOD Book of proceedings
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
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“Animal Welfare”, “Organic Food and Health”, 
“Nanotechnology and Development of Coat-
ings and Encapsulating Systems”. The sessions 
were conducted without any formal facilita-
tion and the issues discussed in each group 
depended on the preferences, interests and 
expertise of its members. Each participant was 
allowed to leave a discussion and join another 
one at any time during the event, depending 
on the dynamics of the group, the interests 
and expertise of the person. This flexibility 
helps keeping the participants motivated dur-
ing the whole event and allows them to make 
the most of their time at the conference.
The groups were asked to prepare a report 
with the results of the discussion, which they 
had to hand over to the organisers. At the 
end of the day all participants gathered to-
gether again in the plenary to discuss the 
issues that emerged at the different work-
shops, to share their visions and to give 
their feedback to the organisers. 
Considering the specifics of the method, it 
is important to inform participants in ad-
vance about the method and its objectives, 
otherwise their expectations might not be 
met, which might lead to disturbances 
in the method’s dynamics of self-organisa-
tion through commitment. For this purpose, 
besides the usual information about travel, 
accommodation, venue and hosting organi-
sations as part of an information package, in 
the introductory material distributed to partic-
ipants prior to the event, the method itself was 
shortly explained. 
Results and impacts
A major output of the conference was a “Book 
of proceedings” (released in March 2014), 
which included introduction to the method of 
‘Open Space Technology’, its facilitation and 
structure, information about the topics and 
participation rate of the workshops during the 
conference, key messages from each work-
shop, as well as a summary and overall con-
clusions from the discussions. 
Among the 
main contri-
butions of the 
method’s appli-
cation was the 
formulation of 
new topics and 
questions in the 
field of food and 
health, which 
could serve as a 
basis for future 
research. Further-
more, the method 
highlighted the im-
portance of adjusting the governance of re-
search and innovation on food and health to 
facilitate sustainable and inclusive solutions, 
which take into account the perspectives, 
needs and concerns of relevant stakeholders. 
Book of proceedings
European Open-Space-Conference 
Food and Health - Research 2020
How can we Shape the Future of Research in Food 
and Health?
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
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What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
In 2001, a German wind park was put into oper-
ation at around 400m from the Dutch border. 
Following the standard procedure, the wind 
park hired a consultancy company to estimate 
the sound emissions based on the noise meas-
urements provided by the company operating 
the park. Using the official Dutch model to 
calculate wind turbine noise, the consultancy 
company estimated that the noise is within the 
limits allowed by the German as well as by the 
Dutch regulations. Nevertheless, soon after 
building the wind park the residents in the area 
started complaining of excessive noise caused 
by the wind turbines, especially at night. From 
the local authorities’ point of view, if the noise 
emission calculations are based on the official 
model and they are within the permissible lim-
its, then there is no problem with noise. After 
bringing the case to the German court and fail-
ing on procedural grounds, a group of citizens 
contacted the Science Shop at the University of 
Groningen to do research on the issue on their 
behalf. The scientists’ role in this argument 
was to be critical of the standard procedures, 
models and assumptions for calculating the 
sound emissions and find out what causes the 
excessive noise that citizens are complaining 
about. A research project was initiated by the 
scientists at the university and research ques-
tions were formulated from the point of view 
of the complaining citizens.
Applying the method
After the citizens contacted the Science Shop, 
the research objectives were defined and a 
time frame for the research was agreed. Parts 
of the research were conducted by student 
groups and individual students, supervised by
Facts about the  
Engagement method
URL: https://www.rug.nl/...
What is a Science Shop?
URL: http://engage2020.eu/media...
Case study 5
Science Shop project on Wind Turbine Noise
The case study of the Wind Turbine Noise at the University of Groningen in the Netherlands proves how 
research projects can be initiated by citizens and civil society organisations and developed together with 
scientists to respond better to society’s demands and views. This demand-driven approach is typical of Sci-
ence Shop method. In this case citizens helped scientists and policy makers rethink standard procedures to 
estimate sound emissions and noise measurements.
Sources: Image courtesy of xedos4 at FreeDigitalPhotos.net
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the co ordinator of the Science Shop for Phys-
ics. The coordinator himself finally turned all 
the joint work into his PhD thesis [Van den 
Berg, 2006].1 Considering the multi-disciplinary 
knowledge needed to respond to the raised 
questions, additional support was provided 
by the coordinator of the Science Shop at the 
Faculty of Medical Sciences, whose major 
objective was to understand the impact of 
different types of noise on people. The cit-
izens were not charged for the research, 
since it was included in the core work of 
the university, which is a typical feature of 
Science Shop projects. Small grants were 
obtained from the Province, the British 
Renewable Energy Foundation and (in-
kind) from the meteorological institute 
KNMI. 
Results and impacts
The results of the research showed 
that the main cause for the high sound 
level perceived by residents is the fact 
that at greater height wind speed at night can 
be higher than expected. The models had been 
calibrated for turbines of 30 to 60m, whereas 
current ones are up to 100m. At that altitude 
wind speed at night is often higher – without 
background noise of wind at ground level to 
1 G.P. van den Berg (2006): The sounds of 
high winds the effect of atmospheric stability on 
wind turbine sound and microphone noise, PhD 
Thesis, University of Groningen.
mask any sounds from the turbines. Further-
more, the pulsating character of the sound 
contributed to the noise produced by the tur-
bines. When turbines operate synchronously, 
they can produce sound that resembles “an 
endless train”, as put by one of the residents. In 
addition, it became clear that measurements 
made during day-time 
do not predict 
nightly noise.
A major add-
ed value of the 
research was 
that it raised the 
awareness on 
the issue of wind 
turbine noise, 
which proved to 
be more complex 
than previously 
known. The con-
clusions from the 
research project 
had im- mense commercial 
and policy implications. With regard to the lo-
cation of wind turbines in a densely populated 
country such as the Netherlands, it was recom-
mended that they should be built offshore. An-
other specific recommendation was made with 
regards to the official Dutch National Model for 
calculating wind turbine noise. A new model 
was constructed on the basis of the respective 
research project, which was eventually adopt-
ed by the Dutch government as an official Nat-
The sounds of high winds
The effect of atmospheric stability on wind 
turbine sound and microphone noise,
PhD Thesis, University of Groningen.
Tap here to download 
the PDF-document
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onal Model.1 The design of wind turbines 
proved crucial to decreasing the sound power 
and minimise sound fluctuations produced by 
the turbine.
The project’s outcomes demonstrated that cit-
izen-initiated, independent research conduct-
ed at universities is of great benefit to citizens, 
scientists and students, as well as policy-mak-
ers and society at large. Firstly, the co-creation 
of knowledge at universities and the research 
initiated by citizens and civil society organisa-
tions can help scientists to fulfil universities’ 
mission to contribute to their local communi-
ties by addressing societal problems. Similar 
projects also help motivate the involved stu-
dents as they see their knowledge applied in 
practice. Secondly, civil society can rely on in-
dependent research for solving the issues they 
face. Last but not least, in this particular case, 
positive effect on the economy in the region 
is also to be expected as residents’ welfare is 
improved which in turn can increase their pro-
ductivity at work. Resistance to wind turbine 
parks by citizens may also decrease if they are 
less audible.
1 Besluit van 14 oktober 2010 tot wijziging 
van het Besluit algemene regels voor inrichtin-
gen milieubeheer en het Besluit omgevingsrecht 
(wijziging milieuregels windturbines), Nota van 
Toelichting, punt 4, Staatsblad van het Koninkrijk 




The project led to a follow-up FP6 project 
called Windfarm Perception
by the Science Shop at University of Groningen, 
the Science Shop at the University Medical Centre 











Snapshot Serengeti - Citizen Science project
In 2012, a citizen science project was launched to help researchers analyse data on Africa’s species living in 
the Serengeti National Park, Tanzania. A grid of cameras was installed in the park, generating millions of 
images of moving animals. In order to process the images and identify the animals on the pictures, volun-
teering citizens were involved through an interactive online platform, which assists in identifying the animals 
on the pictures. The project’s main contribution is strengthening the ties between science and society and 
raising awareness on scientific work among the wider public.
Source: Snapshot Serengeti website
What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
In order to increase the available knowledge on 
some of Africa’s species living in the Serengeti 
National Park, Tanzania, and study how these 
are distributed across the landscape and how 
they interact with lions and with one anoth-
er, the University of Minnesota initiated a cit-
izen science project, named the Snapshot 
Serengeti project. A grid of 225 camera traps 
were distributed around the area, generating 
millions of pictures of moving species. Due to 
the huge amount of images taken, their classi-
fication would be too demanding on the scien-
tific team behind the project. Since researchers 
could not rely on computer scanning for image 
identification, they considered public support. 
An interactive online platform was launched in 
2012, where volunteers from all over the world 
can access the images taken by the cameras 
in Serengeti and help with the classification by 
identifying the animals on the pictures. In this 
way, citizens help scientists to sort the photos 
and use them as scientific data. This data helps 
scientists find which of the millions of pictures 
they can use to observe how antelopes inter-
act with each other, for instance, or how pred-
ators and prey co-exist in the area. Thousands 
of citizens have already taken part in the pro-
ject providing enormous support to the team 
of researchers.
Applying the method 
A grid of 225 camera traps were set out in the 
Serengeti National Park, covering an area of 
about 1100 square kilometres. Using infrared 
sensors, cameras take a sequence of three 
photographs each time a motion is detected, 
building up a huge database of images. The pic-
tures are available on the Snapshot Serengeti 
Facts about the  
Engagement method
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web platform, which is part of the Zooinverse 
web portal. The site provides a brief tutorial on 
how to use the platform. Once volunteers reg-
ister in the portal, they can access the images 
and start classifying them. Since lay persons 
usually cannot identify all kinds of animals 
which appear on the pictures, the web plat-
form helps them do this by describing physical 
characteristics (such as colour, size, shape of 
the horns, etc.), in order to narrow the search 
down. Based on the described characteristics, 
the web platform helps citizens identify the ex-
act type of animal they see on the picture. 
Results and impacts 
Citizen science projects can offer a major con-
tribution to science and the advance of scien-
tific knowledge. The most direct result is that 
interested researchers obtain processed sci-
entific data, which they can use and analyse.1 
Based on the classified images generated in 
the Snapshot Serengeri project, scientists can 
study how large mammals co-exist in their hab-
itat and how different animal species interact 
across a large area.
The project further helps voluteers to im-
prove their knowledge of the species living in 
the Serengeti National Park, learning how the 
different kinds of animals look, where they 
1 Three papers were published based on data 
provided in the Snapshot Serengeti project. These 
can be accessed on the website of the project.
live, how they interact with each other. By be-
ing involving directly in research, citizens can 
learn what research entails in terms of meth-
ods, skills and reasoning. Citizen science, thus, 
strengthens the ties between science and so-
ciety and raises awareness on scientific work 
among the wider public.
Whant to know more?
Snapshot Serengeti 




Source: Snapshot Serengeti website
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Case study 7
Citizen Summit on Surveillance-oriented Security Technologies
In the first half of 2014, twelve informed debates with citizens were conducted in nine European countries, as 
part of the SurPRISE project. Around 2000 European citizens took part in Citizens’ Summits, which recorded 
participants’ ideas and recommendations on how to maintain or increase individual citizens’ privacy and 
security.  
Source: surprise-project.eu website
What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
Surveillance-oriented security technologies 
(SOSTs) are commonly regarded as security 
enhancing and at the same time privacy in-
fringing. Citizens are expected to trade some 
of their privacy for higher security. Although 
security and surveillance measures (employed 
on national and European level) affect citizens 
directly, their views and opinions on these is-
sues are rather understudied. 
For this project, European citizens were pro-
vided with the opportunity to express and 
discuss their perceptions related to security 
technologies and their implications at twelve 
citizen summits in nine countries in Europe. 
The method Citizens’ Summit was used to have 
citizens in simultaneous debates with the aim 
of providing policy advice to politicians and 
policy-makers on the EU (and possibly nation-
al) level. This method allows for the engage-
ment of high numbers of citizens from differ-
ent backgrounds and gives them the opport 
unity to discuss issues in small groups, which 
allows for idea sharing and deeper delibera-
tion of the respective topics. 
Engaging citizens in these crucial policy deci-
sions can increases the democratic base of 
policy making processes and improve the ac-
ceptability and effectiveness of the implement-
ed policies.
Applying the method
Large-scale public events were held at the be-
ginning of 2014 in Austria, Denmark, Germany, 
Hungary, Italy, Norway, Spain, Switzerland and 
the United Kingdom. Around 2000 lay citizens 
interested in the topic of security took part in





the meetings. They were selected to be of dif-
ferent age, gender, location, education, and 
occupation, in order to represent the diversity 
of views among European citizens.  
Before and during the summit, citizens were 
provided with information materials – e.g. an 
information booklet, containing information 
about SOSTs. Videos were shown to the par-
ticipants which presented the topic of discus-
sion in an accessible way, in order to introduce 
citizens to the topic and ensure they were well 
prepared to participate in the debates and 
make informed decisions.
During the full-day public consultations citi-
zens engaged in face-to-face discussions about 
SOSTs. During the meetings, participants were 
divided into groups of six to eight people, sit-
ting at different tables, with a moderator fa-
cilitating the group discussions on each table. 
In order to expand the data collected during 
the events, note takers were present at some 
tables documenting the questions raised and 
the ideas shared. Both table moderators and 
note takers were instructed prior to the event 
about the design of the method and their spe-
cific tasks. 
Each event consisted of three discussion 
rounds. The first and the second rounds were 
devoted to discussing SOSTs in different coun-
tries and were focused on the perceived bene-
fits and risks in relation to the particular form 
of surveillance. During the third round partici-
pants developed suggestions and recommen-
dations targeted at policy makers at the na-
tional as well as the European level. 
Participants also voted electronically on the 
general aspects of the relation between sur-
veillance and security and on specific surveil-
lance technologies. At the end of the event, the 
results were shown to all the participants on a 
big screen. 





The main output of the Citizens’ Summits were 
sixteen policy recommendations for security 
measures and technologies that respect hu-
man rights and European values. The results 
from the summits were delivered to represent-
atives of the European institutions in August 
2014 and were made publicly available to the 
media, national governments and the general 
public. 
Some of the major benefits from applying the 
Citizens’ Summit engagement method are: 
• The method’s application contributed to 
raising public awareness on the topic of se-
curity and privacy. The summits contribut-
ed to addressing the need to improve the 
understanding of the issue among the wid-
er public and supporting  governments to 
identify measures in the field of education 
which raise awareness on the advantages 
and disadvantages of social networks or 
emerging information technologies;
• The engagement process helps policy 
makers better understand citizens’ views, 
which contributes to better policy making 
that responds to societal needs and val-
ues;
• The overall feedback from the organis-
ers in all countries was that citizens were 
eager to participate in the discussions and 
many expressed their willingness to par-
ticipate in such engagement activities in 
the future. Sharing their experiences with 
their families and friends, these citizens 
would serve as ambassadors of public 
engagement;
• The organisers of the citizen consultations 
in the different countries gained valuable 
experience and skills in applying the meth-
od, engaging citizens in policy making and 
developing policy recommendations. The 
organisations involved built capacity in 
public engagement activities, which they 













On 17-18 October 2014 more than 60 entrepreneurs gathered in Birmingham to take part in a 48-hour 
challenge to develop a mobile app aiming to improve the system of public transportation in the region of 
West Midlands, UK. Ten applications were developed and one was selected by a judging panel to be further 
supported and showcased in front of top experts from various European cities. Source: Oxygen StartUps website
What was the purpose of this  
engagement process?
The goal of the Hackathon was to produce us-
able software applications in the field of trans-
portation which could contribute to improving 
the public transport in the West Midlands, UK 
(including the cities of Birmingham, Coventry, 
Dudley, Sandwell, Solihull, Walsall and Wol-
verhampton). “How would you improve pub-
lic transport?” was the question posed by the 
authority responsible for the delivery of public 
transport in West Midlands to the Hackathon 
participants.
Applying the method
The organiser of the Hackathon was the Ox-
ygen Startups, which supports individuals or 
teams with a business idea and a basic busi-
ness plan and a prototype that has not been 
launched yet. The ‘pre-accelerator’ facilitates 
the development of a road-map for the next 
steps to be taken by the entrepreneurs to real-
ise their ideas and provides mentors’ advice by 
experienced professionals. 
At the beginning of the meeting, the Director 
of Carbon Voyage – a London based compa-
ny helping organisations and individuals man-
age transport needs for passenger and freight 
transport - shared his experience with launch-
ing a startup company. The talk was followed 
by a workshop which aimed to prepare the 
participating entrepreneurs to present their 
ideas in the most effective and concise way – a 
skill they needed to demonstrate later on dur-
ing the Hackathon’s application.
The presentations were followed by team work 
on developing the software apps. On the first 
day, 60 ideas for transport apps were present-
ed. Out of these, 36 ideas in total were pitched, 
after which voting took place, narrowing down 
the shortlist to the final 16. At the end of the 
first day, 10 ideas were chosen to be further 






developed on the following day and teams 
were formed based on individual interests and 
skills. After the work sessions during the sec-
ond day of the Hackathon’s application, 5-min-
ute demonstrations on the team results were 
made in front of a panel of experts. Among 
the developed applications were an app for 
assisting visually impaired individuals in trans-
port and Green Cred – an app gamifying pub-
lic transport (i.e. points are given for reducing 
CO2 emissions through using alternative travel 
arrangements such as cycling, lift sharing and 
using public transport). At the end, one of the 
applications was chosen to be showcased at a 
conference in front of a team of top transport 
chiefs from various European cities. 
Results and impacts
Beside the immediate output of the Hacka-
thon, which is a usable software application, 
the method is also a social opportunity for par-
ticipants to network and create partnerships 
for future collaboration. In addition, it allows 
participants to further develop their ideas and 
individual skills and benefit from the advice of 
experts at a relatively little cost. Last but not 
least, it stimulates innovation by gathering in-
dividuals and teams with various ideas in one 
place and encouraging their creativity to devel-
op joint solutions. 
Similar projects
Open Glasgow





7.1 What do we mean by 
facilitation?
Meaningful engagement requires new ways of 
working and interacting. Attempting to bring in 
citizens, NGOs and users in the meeting styles 
institution shave used to engage with experts 
is unlikely to yield good results. For engage-
ment to allow a level playing field engagement 
practitioners must be aware of power dynam-
ics and how the structure of meetings can help 
or hinder active participation of diverse partic-
ipants. Many forms of engagement involve the 
creation of ‘mini publics’ –groups of citizens 
who have never worked together before, and 
many of whom may have very limited expe-
rience of speaking and discussing in front of 
others. This means that the creation of a safe 
space for discussions is especially important 
for these types of processes. 
Expert facilitation is important to guarantee 
as much as possible a level-playing field within 
the public engagement space and to manage 
issues of power, accessibility and confidence in 
the context of public engagement. This is par-
ticularly relevant in the case of mini-publics (i.e. 
citizen juries and panels) based around delib-
erative methods, to ensure everyone feel com-
fortable speaking and have their voice heard, 
while ensuring the conversation is construc-
tive and objectives are met. To facilitate liter-
ally means “make easy”. Public Engagement 
requires new ways of running meetings and 
organizing decisions. This requires news skills 
and the development of new ways of working 
on a day to day level. This chapter explores 
some of the issues surrounding this.  
7 Facilitation methods 
by Edward Andersson and Sonia Bussu
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A facilitator ensures clear thinking, good par-
ticipation and full buy-in from everyone in-
volved. A facilitator should keep as much as 
possible a neutral stance, which entails step-
ping back from one’s own personal views and 
focus on the group dynamics to get the best 
out all members and create a conducive envi-
ronment where views can be exchanged and 
new solutions developed. The design of the 
process and choice of facilitation methods will 
depend on the objectives of the public engage-
ment initiative, whether it is about agenda-set-
ting or evaluation for instance. 
In many cases the facilitator of a science en-
gagement process will come from the organiz-
ing institution itself. In many cases this is an ac-
ceptable approach. The benefits are reduced 
costs and that the facilitator understands the 
context of the process very well. There are 
however situations where an external facilita-
tor works better; for example in cases where 
the participants do not trust the organizing in-
stitution, or where conflict is widespread. 
So what do 
facilitators do? 
So what don’t 
facilitators do? 
• focus energy on a task
• suggest methods and ways for  
accomplishing tasks
• ensure balance of participation
• help to develop solutions
• problem solve
• guides discussion
• ask the right questions
• encourage two-way communication




• provide the right answers
• train
• lead the room
• allow one-way communication
7.2 Facilitation do’s and don’t
Source: http://ilpworldwide.org/the-dos-and-dont-of-a-facilitator/
7.3 Methods
Some common ‘off the shelf’ facilitation meth-
ods include:
Open Space
This approach sets the stage for the meeting’s 
participants to create their own agenda, in the 
first 30–90 minutes of the meeting or event. 
Typically, an “open space” meeting will begin 
with short introductions by the sponsor and 
usually a single facilitator. The sponsor intro-
duces the purpose; the facilitator explains the 
“self-organizing” process called “open space.” 
Then the group creates the working agenda, as 
individuals post their issues in bulletin board 
style. Each individual “convener” of a breakout 
session takes responsibility for naming the is-
sue, posting it on the bulletin board, assign-
ing it a space and time to meet, and then lat-
er showing up at that space and time, kicking 
off the conversation, and taking notes. These 
notes are usually compiled into a proceedings 
document that is distributed physically or elec-
tronically to all participants. Sometimes one or 
more additional approaches are used to sort
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sort through the notes, assign priorities, and 
identify what actions should be taken next. 
Throughout the process, the ideal facilitator 
is described as being “fully present and totally 
invisible”, “holding a space” for participants to 





Fishbowls involve a small group of people (usu-
ally 5-8) seated in circle, having a conversation 
in full view of a larger group of listeners. Fish-
bowl processes provide a creative way to in-
clude the “public” in a small group discussion. 
They can be used in a wide variety of settings, 
including workshops, conferences, organiza-
tional meetings and public assemblies. Fish-
bowls are useful for ventilating “hot topics” or 
sharing ideas or information from a variety of 
perspectives. When the people in the middle 
are public officials or other decision-makers, 
this technique can help bring transparency 
to the decision-making process and increase 
trust and understanding about complex is-
sues. Sometimes the discussion is a “closed 
conversation” among a specific group. More 
often, one or more chairs are open to “visitors” 
(i.e., members of the audience) who want to 
ask questions or make comments. Although 
largely self-organizing once the discussion gets 
underway, the fishbowl process usually has a 
facilitator or moderator. The fishbowl is almost 







A Scenario Workshop is a participatory meth-
od encouraging local action with a mix of sce-
nario and workshop which aims to solve local 
problems and anticipate future ones[1]{C}{C}
{C}. Scenarios involve narrative descriptions of 
potential future problems that emphasize rela-
tionships between events and decision points. 
In addition, scenarios direct attention to caus-
es, areas for development and the span of ex-
igencies that may be met in a local community 
issue2. The workshop is the approach aspect 
of this method in which participants from a lo-
cal community engage in discussion, produce 
some sort of action through deliberative dis-
cussion and act as decision-makers or create 
a communal plan of action. The goal of a Sce-
nario Workshop is to create a dialogue among 
policy-makers, experts and ordinary citizens 
around a local and communal matter such as 
water resources or transportation2. Scenario 
Workshops involve a group of citizens interact-
ing with other participants to exchange knowl-
edge, experience, develop common visions, 
debate,w provide criticism and produce a plan 
of community action for potential future de-
velopments3. The Scenario Workshop is used
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so local communities are involved and find 
solutions to local problems. This method is 
also utilized by large organizations, such as 
the United Nations and the European Union to 
address social and environmental concerns1. 
A Scenario Workshop typically has three stag-
es of involvement which includes: the critical 
phase, the visionary phase and the implemen-
tation phase. During the Scenario Workshop 





There are a number of facilitation methods 
and techniques here: 
http://www.teindia.nic.in/files/teacher_trg_
module/8_creative_facilitation_techniques.pdf
Whant to know more?







Facilitation and participatory methods:
http://www.participatorymethods.org/task/
facilitate
Escobar, O. (2011) Public Dialogue and 
Deliberation:
A communication perspective for public 
engagement practitioners, Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
Beltane -UK Beacons for Public Engagement. 




International Association of Facilitators 




Engagement is an innovative practice which is 
under constant development. For this reason 
it is very useful to look at the future of engage-
ment and what t might hold. 
There are a number of key drivers that have in-
creased the need for participation and engage-
ment in the past decade, and which are likely 
to continue to do so in the future. These in-
clude the proliferation of online technologies, 
an increasingly informed and demanding citi-
zenry and the rise of complex challenge which 
require some form of collaborative working to 
deal with. These factors are likely in some cas-
es to accelerate in the future. These factors will 
not affect all European countries equally, but it 
is likely that we will see the growth of engage-
ment across Europe, albeit in different ways 
and at different speeds. 
Societal engagement in research and innova-
tion is likely here to stay. However the engage-
ment is likely to be significantly different in the 
coming years. There are a number of factors 
which will shape how engagement is done in 
Europe in the future.  
1. New technologies will continue to reshape 
how collaboration and communication can 
happen. Online forums are on the rise, 
and it is increasingly possible for citizens to 
self-organize and pool resources through 
micro donations and the aggregated ac-
tions of many dispersed actors (see for 
example Snapshot Serengeti and other 
citizen science websites (Chapter 6 Case 
studies). There are growing expectations in 
some quarters that engagement will large-
ly move online, and that this will lead to re-
duced costs and increased efficiencies.
8 Moving forward -  
The Future of Engagement 
by Edward Andersson, Sonia Bussu and Houda Davis
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2. Changing social factors are also important. 
How and where people are willing to en-
gage with organizations will change, often 
in unpredictable ways. Across many dif-
ferent countries citizens feel increasingly 
‘time-poor’ and this has created a demand 
for short forms of engagement which can 
happen in venues where citizens gather 
anyway. 
3. The ongoing economic and political tur-
moil which has been affecting Europe for 
the past years will also continue to shape 
the future of engagement. Economic aus-
terity will create pressures on developing 
cheaper forms of engagement. 
This chapter summarises some of the findings 
of an Engage2020 report  link . This considered 
trends affecting future practice. It involved a 
series of workshops and webinars and conver-
sations with a range of experts. The research 
highlights some key findings: 
First thing to note is that new methods are not 
the priority
• The first thing to note is that new meth-
ods are not the priority at this time. There 
is already a wide range of public engage-
ment methods and the ‘toolbox’ is hard for 
policy makers to make sense of. There are 
functioning methods for creating a myriad 
of outcomes and while these do need de-
velopment there is not a pressing need for 
completely new methods.
• Delivering the actual engagement pro-
cesses is becoming less of a problem as 
the pool of practitioners grows. This varies 
of course across different European coun-
tries, but through the growth of networks 
like the Living Knowledge Network we can 
see the beginnings of a European engage-
ment community.
• The challenge ahead is less about devel-
oping new methods and more about ap-
plying the ones we have more effectively. 
This does require innovation, but at the 
institutional rather than the methodologi-
cal level. 
• The areas of Europe which currently see 
very limited amounts of engagement do 
not necessarily need new methods, but a 
wider application of methods already in 
use elsewhere. There is a key role for the 
European Union to facilitate this sharing 
of know-how and practice. 
8.1 Deliberation in the  
future
Deliberative methods have a long history in 
science engagement. The research of Engage 
2020 has identified several challenges to de-
liberation in science engagement in Europe 
today: 
1. Deliberative methods are not widely known, 
outside of a few select areas, despite the 
long history of these methods. In S&T delib-
erative methods are predominately used in 
Technology Assessment contexts but have 
not spread widely beyond this. There is a 
methodological challenge to see the meth-
ods adapted for and used in different set-
tings. Deliberative methods could add real 
value in a number of fields (and at all four 
levels of engagement) where they are not 
widely used today.  
2. Many policy makers feel that deliberative 
methods are too expensive and too time 
consuming for the current context. There 
is sometimes pressure on practitioners 
to deliver quicker and cheaper delibera-
tion (whilst still delivering high quality di-
alogue). There are severe risks with this 
approach, as deliberative processes on a 
budget can compromise quality. The en-
gagement communities need to become 
better at resisting and challenging undue 
pressures on time and cost.  
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3. Deliberative engagement has traditionally 
been a face to face and analogue affair. A 
more innovative use of digital technology 
in this respect brings new opportunities, 
as well as presenting challenges. There are 
growing pressures to move many engage-
ment events online. There are however 
some qualities of face-to-face deliberation 
which is hard to replicate online (at least 
yet). For this reason online deliberation is 
likely to complement, rather than replace, 
face-to-face deliberation. 
4. Deliberative processes have traditionally 
beedn quite centralized, requiring a large 
budget and specialized skills. A growing 
number of practitioners are looking at 
‘distributed’ approaches to deliberation, 
whereby events are organised by commu-
nity members, NGOS and other actors, in-
stead of or in parallel with centrally run de-
liberative events.
5. Deliberation has not been widely used in 
academic research as a research tool. We 
believe that there is a potential to use these 
tools more in the research process, from 
defining the research question and the 
methodology to monitoring applications. 
For widespread use of these methods in an 
academic context there will need to be a 
dual process of methodological adaptation 
and awareness raising.
In short deliberation has been a pioneering 
field for science engagement. It will remain rel-
evant in the future due to its unique strengths, 
but it is likely that deliberative processes will 
increasingly interact with other forms of en-
gagement. These ‘Hybrid spaces’ might com-
bine deliberation with online forums, or a dis-
tributed model with a more traditional citizens 
jury. These experiemnets will hopefully spread 
the deliberative methodologies more widely 
across Europe.  
8.2 Time and costs
Time and costs in particular emerged as im-
portant aspects to consider when discussing 
the future of engagement, but one should 
always pay attention to the potential impacts 
of these cuts. Reducing the costs and time for 
engagement might have a negative effect on 
the overall process and turn out to be a false 
economy. For example, among engagement 
mechanisms deliberation is a high quality, 
resource and time consuming approach, but 
it yields high quality and hard to obtain re-
sults, which many other forms of engagement 
struggle to provide. Perhaps practitioners 
need to become better at communicating 
clearly that deliberation takes time (to car-
ry out an effective recruitment process that 
ensures high inclusivity and diversity and give 
participants the space and time to develop 
well-informed views and deliberate with their 
peers) and if sufficient time is not available, 
then maybe other forms of engagement need 
to be considered instead.
Attempting to turn deliberative methods into a 
fast and cheap approach may play to its weak-
nesses and not its strength. The European 
engagement field is not served by low quality 
‘knock-offs’ of deliberation. 
8.3 Distributed dialogue
Controlled spaces require significant resource 
and limit the number of people who can take 
part. As a response to these challenges, some 
practitioners have started talking about ‘distrib-
uted’ models of deliberation, where the organ-
iser provides the event format and questions 
for the events, but where at least some of the 
actual events are organised and run by third 
parties (be they active citizens, NGOs or oth-
er actors). This is distinct from (but related to) 
‘multi-site processes’, such as the World Wide 
Views or CIVISTI, where the events are run by 
different organisations, but where these are 
more tightly controlled and scripted.
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In our workshops there was agreement that 
ideally there would be a combination of struc-
tured processes and unstructured process-
es –building on the strengths of each. This 
would allow for the control and more scien-
tific approach of centralised deliberation and 
the wider reach of unstructured approaches. 
This ‘hub and spoke’ approach could also lead 
to a larger number of people being engaged, 
whilst retaining the trust of policy makers and 
researchers in the methodology. In the future 
we will need to see more flexibility on meth-
ods, groups and different frames for methods 
in deliberation. An underexplored aspect is 
the relationship between participants and re-
ceivers of the results of engagement and here 
distributed models of engagement provide us 
with new avenues to disseminate results and 
increasing impacts.
What could deliberation look like in the future? 
In the future we want to see: 
• An EU where deliberative methods are 
more widely used, where these methods 
have seen widespread use in the parts of 
Europe where today they are barely known;
• Communities of practitioners with skills 
and knowledge of deliberative methods in 
each EU country and networking around 
common international agendas at a Euro-
pean level;
• Better knowledge among the academic 
community about deliberative methods 
and an increased use; 
• A number of Horizon 2020 calls explicitly 
including mention of deliberative methods 
and efforts to train academics in how best 
to use these methods in their work; 
• PhD programmes teaching deliberative 
methods as part of research methodology 
courses.
• The EC holding a deliberation on the R&I 
Agenda itself, and inspiring national re-
search councils and funders to follow suit; 
• Research funders providing funding for 
deliberative research; particularly in de-
signing new programmes; 
• Policy makers better at planning from the 
outset how they will make use of the re-
sults from deliberative engagement. Re-
sults included as part of a larger evidence 
base, and fed back to participants in a 
clear and transparent way;
• Practitioners are using more distributed 
methods of deliberation to enhance their 
existing processes and also to tap into on-
going conversations about scientific issues 
and ideas; 
• A permanent funded centre of excellence 
at European level, much like the UK’s Sci-
encewise Expert Resource Centre; 
• Systematic research into the long term 
effects of deliberative processes.
8.4 Digital engagement
We live in the midst of a large scale technolog-
ical revolution. Digital technologies are rapid-
ly reshaping many facets of society. However, 
when it comes to societal engagement digital 
technologies have been applied in a patchy 
way. In the case of Citizen Science a lot of ac-
tivity is carried out online, and indeed in many 
cases it would be impossible to deliver any oth-
er way. When it comes to deliberative methods 
and science shops, methods which have tend-
ed to rely heavily on face to face meetings, dig-
ital technology is only used sparsely. 
On the one hand online methods have been 
criticised by a number of practitioners for lack-
ing in deliberative quality or being unable to 
provide a representative selection of overall 
society (the digital divide argument). On the 
other hand some deliberative practitioners 
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have incorporated digital and online tools into 
their work (see for example the previous work 
of AmericaSpeaks). Increasingly digital media 
(webcasting/electronic voting) are used in face 
to face events to bring together numerous 
separate sites, or to enhance the quality of the 
conversations. Attempts have also been made 
to include social media channels in face to face 
events. There are also growing attempts at rep-
licating the deliberative experience in an online 
only format. There is an ever growing list of on-
line engagement providers. However to date 
most successful engagement online has been 
along the lines of consulting or informing. This 
is one field where methodological innovation 
is both likely and hard to predict. 
As digital technology evolves it seems clear 
that new opportunities will constantly arise. 
The increased use of smart phones and per-
vasive access to the internet could potential-
ly change engagement on a fundamental lev-
el; the question really is just how. Predictions 
about what the future will hold are difficult. 
Further development of translation and voice 
to text software could make international pro-
cesses in the future more manageable. Partic-
ipants will also have instant access to increase 
amounts of relevant information and will be 
able to record, analyse and transmit relevant 
data to aid engagement. 
8.5 Citizen science and 
participatory research
Citizen science is an area which has received 
a lot of attention and interest in the last few 
years. This has recently led to the establish-
ment of the European Citizen Science Associ-
ation (ECSA). The success of crowdsourced re-
search efforts and mobile apps has shown that 
these methods could increase their impact and 
power in the coming years. Whatever definition 
is used for Citizen Science and participatory re-
search it is clear that so far most projects have 
involved citizens in data collection or process-
ing and not in defining the research questions 
or shaping the projects. There is now growing 
interest in science shops and other forms of 
participatory research as part of a wider move 
towards societal engagement in academic re-
search. There has been a noticeable increase 
in number and geographical spread of Science 
Shops across Europe.  Most processes are ini-
tiated from the top down and there is be scope 
for more crowdfunded and crowd initiated 
processes, with lessons learnt from participa-
tory research in the global South.
Innovative uses of  
digital technology 
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The heart of the problem is that the fields of 
citizen science, science shops, action learning, 
service learning (and others), which are all re-
lated, work largely independently, with little 
support and cross-learning. There is a need 
for new structures and a culture shift to move 
towards a more holistic approach, which com-
bines service learning, science shops, living 
labs as well as an overarching international 
network to combine these schools of practice. 
Currently, there is lot of discussion going on 
– there are many international activities, net-
works which are linking universities. We need 
openness to learn from each other. There is a 
clear role for the EU in funding and supporting 
such a network, but there needs to be influ-
ence and drive from the grassroots as well.
We also need to move from one-off projects 
to engagement being ongoing processes with 
clear feedback loops to both policy makers 
and participants. A key requirement for this to 
happen is culture change in research organisa-
tions, including work to raise awareness of the 
value of citizen science and the value of differ-
ent types of knowledge. 
It is also important to understand the motiva-
tions of different actors in taking part and in 
particular looking at “reciprocity”, or what the 
different partners involved can offer each oth-
er. The EU is in a privileged position to support 
facilitators of engagement, by for example or-
ganising a conference or investing in the rele-
vant organisational structures within research 
institutions and civil society organisations and 
‘brokering structures’.
8.6 Participants of  
the future
The inhabitants of Europe are also constantly 
changing. In ten years’ time the citizens, resi-
dents and users of Europe will on average be:
• More individualistic – Single person house-
holds will continue to increase and collec-
tive organisations, such as trade unions 
and political parties face continued falling 
membership. Individualistic citizens expect 
to be able to dip in and out of engagement. 
If this trend continues it will also be harder 
to motivate participants to take part based 
on purely altruistic motives or appeals to a 
sense of civic duty.
• Less deferential – Over the past decades 
the population as a whole has become 
less respectful towards figures of authori-
ty. The public are more likely to be critical 
when things go wrong and are less likely 
to give politicians and decision makers 
the benefit of the doubt on controversial 
topics. The number of issues where partic-
ipation becomes contentious and hard to 
manage will increase in the future. 
• More educated – The last decades have 
seen a dramatic increase in the level of 
education amongst the population. In the 
future lifelong learning and skills develop-
ment will become increasingly important. 
Many participants will have a high level of 
understanding of an issue, in some cases 
perhaps even higher than those who are 
running the process. But this is not just a 
case of how much people know; the way 
in which people process knowledge and 
information is also changing. Clearly more 
educated and confident participants make 
it possible to get more from them, but 
equally they will have higher expectations 
of. 
• Older – The demographic transition to-
wards an older society is happening 
across the world. The ageing population 
will have an impact on participation. Cur-
rently a lot of focus is on youth engage-
ment. This makes sense given the low 
turnout rates amongst the young, but also 
means that the public sector is ill pre-
pared for the challenges of engaging with 
an increasing number of older people. A 
sharp drop off rate in participation is com-
monly seen for those above the age of 70. 
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• More mobile – On the global scale popu-
lations are becoming increasingly mobile. 
The trend is for more people to move tem-
porarily, and to stay longer in the host 
country before eventually returning to 
their country of origin. Frequent reloca-
tion presents challenges for engagement 
professionals. Participants who move fre-
quently build fewer connections with their 
geographical communities, impacting on 
their willingness to take part at the local 
level. For short-term migrants there are 
few incentives to get involved in a com-
munity where they do not expect to spend 
much time. For government, a lot of think-
ing will need to go into how to make the 
prospect of participating more attractive to 
these groups. 
8.7 Engagement in  
the future
Europe faces a challenging period up to -and 
beyond - 2020. The European Commission has 
rightly identified that science and technology 
are crucial to dealing with the societal challeng-
es we face. However many researchers have 
rightly pointed out that science on its own can-
not solve these problems. Without the consent 
and active involvement of the citizens, NGOs, 
users and residents affected by (and in some 
cases causers of) these challenges solutions 
will be hard to come by. It is heartening to see 
how over the last few years national and in-
ternational institutions, such as the European 
Commission and the European Environment 
Agency, have embraced societal engagement 
in research and innovation. There is however 
much work to be done.
Over the past decades practitioners have de-
veloped an increasing number of engage-
ment methods and approaches. These cover a 
wide range of areas and levels of governance, 
including deliberative mini publics, science 
shops, citizen science, user-led innovation and 
many others. In the past decades the key chal-
lenge was often to develop the methods and to 
convince reluctant institutions to trial engage-
ment. These challenges remain in the future; 
in large parts of Europe societal engagement 
is infrequent (ad in some cases non-existent. 
There remain large capacity and skills gaps, 
and there are still many researchers and pol-
icy makers who are skeptical, if not downright 
hostile, towards the idea of engagement. How-
ever there are new important challenges for 
societal engagement today. The challenge of 
institutionalizing and systematizing the prac-
tice of engagement so that it becomes busi-
ness as usual is an area where much further 
work is needed. There is a real need to develop 
a collaborative and supportive European com-
munity of practice around engagement.
Today thousands of researchers and policy 
makers, as well as tens of thousands of Euro-
pean citizens, have direct experience of soci-
etal engagement each year. There is growing 
body of practice to draw on and engagement 
is increasingly becoming a requirement of 
large R&I funding institutions. Concepts like 
RRI make engagement all the more important 
in the future. We hope that this anthology has 
been useful for you, as a source of knowledge, 
advice and inspiration, to go out there and 
make the vision a reality. 
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